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House of Representatives
The House met at 10 a.m.
The Most Reverend Oscar H.

Lipscomb, Archbishop of Mobile, Mo-
bile, Alabama, offered the following
prayer:

O God, our shield and defender, an-
cient of days, pavilioned in the splen-
dor of Your creation and girded with
the praise of Your children, be with us
now as we pray for this House and all
parts of our government and Nation.

Our troubled times teach us that of
ourselves peace and security rests un-
easy and incomplete. Help us with the
wisdom and strength sought by Your
servant Solomon as he set out to gov-
ern the people You committed to his
care.

Touch all our hearts and change
them after the model offered us by
Your Son: ‘‘As I have loved you, love
one another.’’ Then may there be real-
ized in our land the vision of the proph-
et Isaiah: ‘‘There shall be no harm or
ruin on all my holy mountain; for the
Earth shall be filled with the knowl-
edge of the Lord, as water covers the
sea.’’ Amen.

f

THE JOURNAL
The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-

ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to clause 1, rule I, I demand a vote on
agreeing to the Speaker’s approval of
the Journal.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the Speaker’s approval of the Journal.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 352, nays 50,
not voting 32, as follows:

[Roll No. 239]

YEAS—352

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Akin
Allen
Andrews
Armey
Baca
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Boozman
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (SC)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Capps
Cardin
Carson (IN)
Carson (OK)
Castle

Chabot
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cooksey
Coyne
Cramer
Crenshaw
Crowley
Cubin
Culberson
Cunningham
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Emerson
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Ferguson
Flake
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella

Frank
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goss
Graham
Granger
Graves
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Grucci
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Honda
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Inslee
Issa
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins

John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (RI)
Kerns
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kirk
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Lynch
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Mascara
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McGovern
McHugh
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, Dan

Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Miller, Jeff
Mink
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Obey
Ortiz
Osborne
Ose
Owens
Oxley
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pelosi
Pence
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Pombo
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Rangel
Regula
Rehberg
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Ryan (WI)
Sanders
Sandlin

Sawyer
Saxton
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrock
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simmons
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Souder
Spratt
Stearns
Stenholm
Sullivan
Sununu
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Turner
Upton
Velazquez
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins (OK)
Watson (CA)
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson (NM)
Wilson (SC)
Wolf
Woolsey
Young (FL)
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NAYS—50

Aderholt
Baird
Baldwin
Borski
Brady (PA)
Brown (OH)
Capuano
Costello
DeFazio
English
Filner
Gutknecht
Hart
Hefley
Hinchey
Holt
Israel

Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kennedy (MN)
Kucinich
Larsen (WA)
LoBiondo
McDermott
McNulty
Menendez
Moran (KS)
Neal
Oberstar
Olver
Otter
Peterson (MN)
Ramstad
Sabo

Sanchez
Schaffer
Slaughter
Stark
Strickland
Stupak
Sweeney
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Visclosky
Waters
Weller
Wu

NOT VOTING—32

Baldacci
Chambliss
Conyers
Cox
Crane
Cummings
Doyle
Ehrlich
Gordon
Hilliard
Hyde

Isakson
Kingston
Lewis (GA)
McInnis
Pomeroy
Roukema
Royce
Rush
Ryun (KS)
Shays
Simpson

Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Stump
Tancredo
Traficant
Weiner
Weldon (PA)
Wexler
Wynn
Young (AK)

b 1028

Mr. KERNS changed his vote from
‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’

So the Journal was approved.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.

f

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
COOKSEY). Will the gentlewoman from
Wisconsin (Ms. BALDWIN) come forward
and lead the House in the Pledge of Al-
legiance.

Ms. BALDWIN led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

f

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Monahan, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate has passed concurrent
resolutions of the following titles in
which the concurrence of the House is
requested:

S. Con. Res. 110. Concurrent resolution
honoring the heroism and courage displayed
by airline flight attendants on a daily basis.

S. Con. Res. 114. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress regarding
North Korean refugees in China and those
who are returned to North Korea where they
face torture, imprisonment, and execution.

f

b 1030

APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS TO
PRESIDENT’S EXPORT COUNCIL

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
COOKSEY). Without objection, and pur-
suant to Executive Order 12131, the
Chair announces the Speaker’s ap-
pointment of the following Members of
the House to the President’s Export
Council:

Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania;
Mr. PICKERING of Mississippi;
Mr. HAYES of North Carolina;

Mr. INSLEE of Washington; and
Mr. WU of Oregon.
There was no objection.

f

RECOGNIZING EPILEPSY FOUNDA-
TION OF SOUTH FLORIDA FOR
DEDICATION TO PROMOTING
COMMUNITY AWARENESS OF
EPILEPSY

(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I
rise today to recognize the Epilepsy
Foundation of South Florida for its
dedication to promoting a community
awareness of this disorder, and for its
work to improve the lives of individ-
uals afflicted with this terrible disease.

Epilepsy affects 2.3 million Ameri-
cans, and over 180,000 individuals de-
velop epilepsy each year. In my area
alone, over 60,000 people suffer from
this disease. The foundation, however,
believes that epilepsy should not keep
people from achieving a productive life.

With this goal in mind, the founda-
tion has raised funds to help provide
medical evaluations, treatments, and
employment training tailored to meet
the needs of these individuals.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to com-
mend the Epilepsy Foundation of
South Florida for its use of innovative
programs and services that improve
the lives of so many in our community.

f

URGING STATE DEPARTMENT TO
TAKE ACTION TO HELP BRING
AMERICA’S ABDUCTED CHILDREN
HOME

(Mr. LAMPSON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LAMPSON. Mr. Speaker, last
week the Committee on Government
Reform held a hearing on women and
children who are being held in Saudi
Arabia. It was an emotional hearing on
a situation that unfortunately exists in
countries all over the world, not just in
the Middle East right now.

I have been telling the story of try-
ing to help a father whose son is being
held in Italy, one of our supposed clos-
est friends. His son, Ludwig Koons, has
been in Italy for 8 years and is being
held in a pornographic compound by
his abductor mother, and the Italian
authorities and our State Department
let it happen.

I applaud the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Chairman BURTON) for bringing
this issue to light in his strong state-
ment to his committee. For years I
have been working with left-behind
parents who are trying to get their
children back to where they belong.
For years I have witnessed a State De-
partment that does nothing tangible to
help.

We need a State Department that
fights for U.S. citizens, not an idle in-
formation agency. This issue is one

that none of us can afford to ignore. We
need to be aware, and we need to put
pressure on other countries that are
not sending American children home.

American parents are asking for
someone to take action and help them
bring their children home. The State
Department is not stepping up to the
plate for Ludwig Koons or for anyone
else. Bring our children home.

f

URGING IMMEDIATE ACTION ON
INS REFORM

(Mr. FOLEY asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, House
rules prohibit me from urging the
other body to act on pending legisla-
tion, so let me just take a moment to
tell of a very important piece of legis-
lation that left this Chamber some
time ago, and that was INS reform.

Our borders are vulnerable. We have
been picking up absconders who have
orders against them to be deported,
and yet they are not sent out of the
country. We have potential terrorists
living in our country, and the INS is in
a shambles. We have asked, through
this body, that this agency reorganize.

Somewhere between here and the
other end of the building, legislation
awaits action. We demand action on
that bill, and we urge action on that
bill for whoever is listening to this con-
versation. This is a critical issue. It is
critical for the safety and security of
this country, and I cannot fathom why
we wait and delay getting that impor-
tant piece of legislation to the Presi-
dent’s desk for signature.

f

CUTTING FUNDING FOR A GROW-
ING AMTRAK IS WORST POS-
SIBLE RESPONSE
(Mr. BLUMENAUER asked and was

given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, as
we speak this morning, the administra-
tion is distributing a statement that
will cut ground out from underneath
the efforts of Amtrak to deal with its
$200 million shortfall. They are ignor-
ing the wishes of over 160 Members of
this House who have joined with us,
and a majority of the Senate, to sup-
port the bipartisan compromise that
has been worked out by the gentleman
from New York (Mr. QUINN) and the
gentleman from Tennessee (Mr. CLEM-
ENT).

We can long debate the merits of
their destructive proposals to gut long
runs across the country, to privatize
the most profitable lines, and to aban-
don any semblance of a rail system in
this country, but every Member should
push back now to protect Amtrak.

The irony of our giving $5 billion to
the airlines after we give them $11 bil-
lion in subsidy, despite declining pas-
sengers, yet we are going to cut Am-
trak off when it is growing, is the
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worst possible message at the worst
possible time. I hope this House will re-
ject the proposals from the administra-
tion.

f

NATIONAL MONUMENT FAIRNESS
ACT

(Mr. GIBBONS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, today I
rise to express my strong support for
the passage of the National Monuments
Fairness Act, which ensures the peo-
ple’s rights to public land are pro-
tected. For too many years the execu-
tive branch has abused the Antiquities
Act by proclaiming thousands upon
thousands of square miles of land as
national monuments. Such actions do
not reflect the original intention of the
Antiquities Act, which was aimed to
protect small areas of land and specific
items of historical importance which
were in imminent danger of destruc-
tion.

The National Monument Fairness
Act will restore balance to the national
monument designation process by re-
quiring congressional approval and
public input.

The people of America deserve input
as to how their public lands are man-
aged, and Nevadans can no longer af-
ford to be left out of this process. Close
to 90 percent of the State of Nevada is
owned by the Federal Government. It
is time to ensure the rights of the peo-
ple to their land. I encourage my col-
leagues to support the National Monu-
ments Fairness Act.

f

PRESCRIPTION DRUG BENEFIT

(Ms. WATSON of California asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend her remarks.)

Ms. WATSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, as of now, Medicare does not
cover the cost of prescription drugs.
Approximately 10 million Medicare re-
cipients nationwide lack any prescrip-
tion drug coverage. I want Members to
support the Democratic plan for
strengthening Medicare. The Demo-
cratic plan uses the collective bar-
gaining power of Medicare’s 40 million
beneficiaries to guarantee lower drug
prices. Medicare contractors will com-
pete for enrollees by negotiating dis-
counts. Drug prices will be reduced for
everyone by stopping big drug company
patent abuses.

Mr. Speaker, the plan the House
adopts must lower the cost of drugs for
all seniors. It must ensure senior cov-
erage for all drugs their doctor pre-
scribes. The plan should be an afford-
able and guaranteed Medicare drug
benefit. It must not force seniors into
HMOs or predatory private insurance.
The Democratic proposal addresses
each of these points.

Mr. Speaker, the Democratic plan
guarantees choice on prescription

drugs. I urge my colleagues to honor
our seniors.

f

THE MEDICARE MODERNIZATION
AND PRESCRIPTION DRUG ACT
OF 2002

(Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. Mr.
Speaker, today I rise in support of the
Medicare Modernization and Prescrip-
tion Drug Act of 2002. This bill is im-
portant and overdue for our seniors.

An article in today’s Minneapolis
Star Tribune says that prescription
drug prices in Minnesota are among
the Nation’s highest. For Minnesotans,
and indeed for all Americans, we need
to pass a prescription drug coverage
bill now.

Yesterday Health and Human Serv-
ices Secretary Tommy Thompson re-
leased a study showing that our plan
would save seniors more money than
our friends on the other side of the
aisle’s proposal. Our plan would give
seniors immediately a 30 percent dis-
count off the top on their overall drug
costs, and, combined with traditional
front-loaded insurance coverage, it
would reduce the cost of prescriptions
by half for the average senior.

But, in addition, we provide cata-
strophic coverage so that seniors do
not have to deplete a lifetime of sav-
ings in order to be able to afford life-
giving prescriptions, and we give 100
percent prescription drug coverage for
low-income seniors, and give more
Medicare and senior choices.

I urge my colleagues to support this
bill.

f

MEDICARE PRESCRIPTION DRUG
BILL

(Ms. BALDWIN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. BALDWIN. Mr. Speaker, what
are the priorities of this Congress? Re-
cently, it seems that the primary con-
cern of the majority is passing tax cuts
costing trillions of dollars that benefit
the very wealthy and do not even go
into effect for 10 years from now.

Next week, the majority will finally
bring to the floor a bill that is the ulti-
mate concern of thousands of seniors in
the United States, the Medicare pre-
scription drug bill. Unfortunately, the
Republican bill is such a sham that it
will not even stand up to the scrutiny
of a truth-in-advertising law.

If we put the concerns of seniors who
desperately need help in paying for
their prescriptions first, then we must
pass a benefit that is affordable.

I recently received a letter from
Donna O’Keefe, a retiree who lives in
Baraboo, Wisconsin. Her drug bills
total $400 a month, and she receives
only $640 a month from Social Secu-
rity. Seniors like Donna need a com-

prehensive prescription drug benefit
that has no gaps and no gimmicks.
They need real drug coverage under
Medicare.

f

PRESCRIPTION DRUGS

(Mrs. CAPITO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. CAPITO. Mr. Speaker, the prob-
lem of the skyrocketing cost of pre-
scription drugs is one that requires
both a short-term and a long-term so-
lution. It is clear that seniors need a
permanent, universal, and voluntary
Medicare-based prescription drug ben-
efit that provides more savings and
more choice.

My hope is that Congress will imple-
ment what I call a two-tiered approach
to the problem, immediate relief
through a prescription drug discount
card, in addition to a long-term benefit
through Medicare.

The House Committee on Ways and
Means has already passed a bill that
uses this approach. Through a generous
Medicare benefit and the use of an in-
terim drug discount card, Congress will
be able to provide seniors the savings
that they need and deserve now and in
the future. With the national Medicare-
endorsed prescription drug card, sen-
iors will be able to realize a savings be-
tween 10 and 20 percent, and once the
more comprehensive Medicare benefit
is fully implemented, seniors will be
able to save 70 percent of their out-of-
pocket costs.

America’s seniors deserve a long-
term benefit. An interim measure
would help keep the cost down.

f

MAJORITY LEADER EXCUSES COR-
PORATIONS WHO FLEE AMERICA
TO AVOID PAYING TAXES

(Mr. DOGGETT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, many
Americans wonder why this Congress
has taken no effective action to stop
another Enron debacle, and no effective
action to prevent one multinational
corporation after another from fleeing
America in order to evade its taxes.

Yesterday, we received the expla-
nation, with all of its customary sensi-
tivity, from the Republican majority
leader, the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
ARMEY), who attacked those of us who
have initiatives to stop these acts of
disloyalty to America by saying, ‘‘This
is akin to punishing a taxpayer for
choosing to itemize instead of taking
the standard deduction.’’

Most Americans may own a few pairs
of Bermuda shorts, but they cannot be-
come ‘‘Bermudan’’ on April 15 and re-
main American the other days of the
year to enjoy the benefits of our Amer-
ican citizenship. I believe this Congress
needs to speak and act firmly to pre-
vent those who forget the maxim of
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Thomas Paine, a great American pa-
triot, who said, ‘‘Those who expect to
reap the blessings of freedom must un-
dergo the fatigues of supporting it.’’

Those who flee and abandon America,
denouncing their American citizenship,
are rejecting all our democracy rep-
resents.

f

THE FACTS ON AMERICA’S OIL
RESERVES

(Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.
Speaker, when one is going to make a
decision and embark on a course of ac-
tion, it is always nice to have the facts
straight. This is especially important
in our debate on energy.

Let us look at some of those facts.
The United States uses about one-
fourth of all the world’s oil use, about
20 million barrels a day. Now, we have
only about 2 percent of the known re-
serves of oil in the world, but we are
pumping that 2 percent pretty fast, be-
cause out of that, we are getting about
44 percent of all of our oil needs. That
means we are importing about 56 per-
cent of our oil, up from 34 percent at
the Arab oil embargo, much of that
from countries like Iraq.

Every year since 1970, with only a
tiny blip from Prudhoe Bay, oil produc-
tion in this country has gone down.
How much oil remains in the world?
About 1,000 gigabarrels remain in the
world. Pretty simple arithmetic will
show that at present use rates, that is
about 40 years of oil in the world. We
will find more, but we will also use
more. What these facts mean is that
those portions of our bill that deal
with conservation, that deal with effi-
ciency, that deal with alternatives and
renewables are very important portions
of the bill.

f

b 1045

PRESCRIPTION DRUG COVERAGE
FOR SENIORS

(Ms. WOOLSEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, now
that Republicans are back from their
party with the pharmaceutical indus-
try, we may be able to legislate pre-
scription drug coverage that will be
good for our seniors. Unfortunately,
the plan being developed by the GOP is
one more payback for their buddies in
the drug industry and another ploy to
privatize Medicare.

The reason Medicare was created was
because the free market could not take
care of seniors, their health care and
health care of some disabled. To think
that the private sector will step up and
help them now is unrealistic.

In the Republicans’ sham proposal,
the party will be over if anyone is

counting on Congress to pass a real
prescription drug benefit, because we
need a benefit that can be relied upon.
We do not need a benefit that serves
only the drug industry and only the
free market.

f

NEED FOR A COMPREHENSIVE
ENERGY POLICY

(Mr. SHUSTER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to speak about the need for Con-
gress to pass a comprehensive energy
plan. Last August, with the support of
President Bush, this body passed a re-
sponsible and balanced energy plan, a
plan that frees us from the burden of
dependence on foreign oil.

It is time for this Congress to decide
whether we are going to choose to be
proactive or reactive. Are we going to
wait until we are faced with an oil cri-
sis similar to that of the 1970s? Should
we simply sit by, or should we act on a
plan put forth and passed by this House
more than 9 months ago?

H.R. 4 is a commonsense approach to
our Nation’s energy crisis. It is a plan
that balances the need for production
with conservation, as well as measures
to protect the environment. H.R. 4
strengthens our Nation’s energy infra-
structure to ensure that energy gets to
the consumers who need it. Further,
H.R. 4 also will use tax incentives to
encourage energy production, research
efficiency, and conservation.

All in all, H.R. 4 provides the energy
for those who need it while at the same
time making sure that it is cleaner,
cheaper, and more dependable.

Mr. Speaker, August will be the 1-
year anniversary of H.R. 4 by this body.
It is time for us to stop sitting idly by
and enact the President’s energy plan.

f

MEDICARE PRESCRIPTION DRUG
BENEFIT

(Ms. BERKLEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. BERKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of a prescription drug
benefit under Medicare. I represent the
fastest-growing community in the
United States, the fastest-growing sen-
ior population. Every weekend I go
home, and every weekend I hear story
after story from my seniors who simply
cannot afford the prescription medica-
tion that their doctors have prescribed.

For so many of these older Ameri-
cans, Medicare is the only health insur-
ance that they have. It does not make
sense to deny them a benefit for pre-
scription drugs. Prescription medica-
tion is the least expensive, most cost-
effective way of dealing with illness.
Seniors are demanding relief now, and
we ought to give it to them.

Older Americans need a Medicare
prescription drug benefit that is com-
prehensive, guaranteed, and affordable.

Every senior should have access, no
matter where they live or what their
income.

Let us pass a prescription drug ben-
efit that will work for all the American
people and ensure that our Nation’s
seniors will have the medications they
need to keep them healthy, active, and
vital. In the long run, a prescription
medication benefit will not only save
the lives of millions of older Ameri-
cans, it will save billions of taxpayers’
dollars.

f

TRIBUTE TO EVELENA THOMPSON

(Mrs. MYRICK asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, Ms.
Evelena Thompson retires from the
United States court system, probation
office, in Charlotte, on June 30 of this
year after 27 years of service.

She was born in Bennettsville, South
Carolina; grew up in Scotland County,
North Carolina; graduated salutatorian
of her class in 1964; and graduated from
Barber Scotia College in 1968.

She started with the U.S. probation
office, again in Charlotte, in 1975 as a
clerk, and she rose to the position of
supervising U.S. probation officer in
1991, a true success story.

After the tragic death of her son in
1992 by a drunk driver, she became very
active in the organization of Mothers
Against Drunk Driving, and she re-
ceived the 1994 Citizens Activist Award
presented by the National Commission
Against Drunk Driving.

A devout Christian, Ms. Thompson
served with her late husband, himself a
pastor, in the West Central Conference
of the AME’s Zion Church.

Whether through her work as a U.S.
probation officer or the many civic du-
ties that she performed, Evelena has
always exhibited those very treasured
American characteristics of integrity,
dedication, devotion, and perseverance.

f

AMERICAN CORPORATIONS MOV-
ING HEADQUARTERS OVERSEAS
TO AVOID PAYING TAXES

(Mr. DEFAZIO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, yester-
day, the Republican majority leader,
the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
ARMEY), defended the actions of cor-
porations that moved their head-
quarters overseas to avoid taxes. He
said it is just like families taking an
itemized deduction. Well, I have got to
say it is not exactly like that because
Americans who take itemized deduc-
tions are paying taxes at a much high-
er rate than these corporations.

Citizenship has its privileges. It also
has some obligations. In a time of cri-
sis, for some of the largest and most
profitable corporations in this country
to be engaging in a tax dodge to avoid
their obligations to our Nation, at the
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same time shovelling more burden on
to working Americans, and then for the
majority leader of the Republican
Party to say, hey, this is fine, that is a
new low for the United States House of
Representatives.

More than 90 million tax paying
American families every April 15 are
obligated to pay, but the CEOs and
some of the largest corporations in this
country, they do not pay anymore.
Tyco International is one of the ones
who has moved down there. Enron, an-
other corporate citizen. He said it is
about competitiveness. It is not about
competitiveness. It is about corruption
and theft.

f

DEMOCRATS MISLEADING AMERI-
CANS ON DEBATE ON PRESCRIP-
TION DRUG COVERAGE

(Mr. FLETCHER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. Speaker, the
Democrats are misleading the Amer-
ican public over the debate on prescrip-
tion drug coverage for our seniors, and
I am very disappointed to see our
friends on the other side of the aisle
once again employing the politics of
demagoguery and fear.

To illustrate to my Democratic
friends how our plan will help States,
in Kentucky, which has 615,000 Medi-
care beneficiaries, a half of those sen-
iors live at 175 percent below the pov-
erty level. In Kentucky, HHS estimates
that the State savings under our plan
would be $549 million in the fiscal years
2005 through 2012.

In a time when seniors and State
governments are experiencing financial
difficulties, our plan provides seniors
with an affordable benefit to Medicare
and immediate savings. States also
benefit by saving about $40 billion esti-
mated over the next several years.

Our plan is the only fiscally respon-
sible choice for both seniors and gov-
ernment and should be supported next
week as we bring it to the House floor.
The Democrat plan, it remains an $800
billion pie-in-the-sky boondoggle which
misleads seniors and would require
higher and higher taxes.

So in a time when seniors deserve
honesty and transparency, I encourage
them to join our efforts to provide a re-
sponsible, reasonable, and double relief
for our seniors’ prescription drug needs
now.

f

AMERICAN PEOPLE WILL NOT
BENEFIT FROM REPUBLICAN
PRESCRIPTION DRUG PLAN

(Mr. MCDERMOTT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I am
going to make a prophecy. Next week
we will pass a bill that will not give
senior citizens economic security in
the area of prescription drugs. Why?

Very simply, because it is based on the
theory that we will throw the old folks
into the arms of the insurance compa-
nies who will then arm wrestle the
drug companies down in their prices.

If my colleagues believe that, they
must have been unaware of what went
on last night. The reason this bill is
going to pass is last night the bill was
paid; $30 million came in from the in-
surance companies and the drug com-
panies through the Republican Party
fundraiser.

I am sure they must have sung at
least one chorus of an old song we used
to sing in the camp meetings in Illinois
when I was a young kid called, ‘‘Bring-
ing in the sheaves, bringing in the
sheaves, we shall come rejoicing bring-
ing in the sheaves.’’ But the people will
not benefit from this bill.

It is a bill that is designed to pri-
vatize Medicare with a little sweet-
ening wrapped around it called a drug
benefit. The old folks will be watching
and they are going to want us to vote
‘‘no’’ on that bill.

f

ASSISTANCE NEEDED IN ANTHRAX
INVESTIGATION FROM COALI-
TION PARTNERS

(Mr. PENCE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Speaker, as much of
America continues to focus sadly on 9–
11, I rise to urge my colleagues and the
administration to focus on ‘‘five elev-
en,’’ five dead Americans, eleven in-
fected with the anthrax virus, dozens of
offices affected here on Capitol Hill, in-
cluding mine, that was closed for 4
months during decontamination.

As I learned earlier this week, de-
spite media accounts, Mr. Speaker, the
FBI investigation is ongoing and em-
ploying hundreds of investigators and
dozens of laboratories. Our domestic
investigation is moving forward; but it
seems, Mr. Speaker, that our investiga-
tion of an international connection is
being hampered by a lack of coopera-
tion by the supposed partners in our
coalition.

There are some nations who profess
to stand with us who are not, Mr.
Speaker, cooperating with this anthrax
investigation. I call on the administra-
tion to bring all diplomatic pressure
available to bear to insist on the as-
sistance of all of our coalition partners
to fully cooperate in the anthrax inves-
tigation. It is totally unacceptable to
profess a partnership in the war on ter-
rorism and not provide the information
necessary to investigate and protect
our citizenry.

f

EXPANSION OF NATIONAL SERV-
ICE OPPORTUNITIES ON NA-
TIONAL SERVICE DAY

(Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. Mr. Speaker,
today I join my colleagues in calling
for the expansion of national service
opportunities on National Service Day.
Creating a strong system of voluntary
national service has been a signature
New Democrat idea since the founding
of the Democratic Leadership Council.

National service promotes the New
Democrat tradition of opportunity, re-
sponsibility and community. In Or-
egon, more than 37,000 people of all
ages, all backgrounds are helping to
solve problems and strengthen commu-
nities through 95 national service
projects across the State.

President Clinton’s AmeriCorps pro-
gram, the domestic Peace Corps, will
provide over 700 Oregonians with the
opportunity to spend a year serving in
their local communities. In return,
AmeriCorps participants will receive
up to $4,725 to help pay for college.

Seniors can also contribute their
time and talents to one of three pro-
grams that make up the Senior Corps.

National service volunteers have
served their communities by providing
tutoring, mentoring to students, giving
support and information to new par-
ents, repairing the homes of elderly
and disabled residents, and establishing
additional volunteer programs in the
community. This should not be a spe-
cial chance for a few but a way of life.
We should all volunteer.

f

AMERICANS CAN COUNT ON THE
REPUBLICANS’ PRESCRIPTION
DRUG PLAN

(Mr. KIRK asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KIRK. Mr. Speaker, when Medi-
care was founded in 1965, Republicans
and Democrats left drugs out of the
program; but today, Republicans and
Democrats agree we should update
Medicare by covering prescription
drugs. The difference is cost.

An extravagant $1 trillion promise by
the minority party is a promise they
cannot afford to keep. They will break
their promise to America’s seniors be-
cause it is too expensive to maintain.

Seniors know there is a war on. Sen-
iors know Social Security is under fi-
nancial pressure. They want a plan to
cover drug costs for needy seniors, one
we can afford.

Our majority affordable program
promised is one that people can count
on. They cannot depend on a $1 trillion
program that will collapse from its
own costs. Count on the program we
can afford to keep. Count on the
Speaker’s prescription drug plan.

f

b 1100

PRESCRIPTION DRUGS

(Mrs. NAPOLITANO asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)
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Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Mr. Speaker, we

have long talked, over the years that I
have been serving in Congress, about
prescription drug plans and how we can
effectively deal with the countless sen-
iors who have not been covered over
the years and who continue to call our
offices and come to us for assistance.

Many of our seniors have been forced
to choose between buying essential
medications, paying for food, and I
know some of them who have
subsisted, when their money does not
stretch far enough, by buying canned
pet food for their meals. They also
have to figure out how to buy their es-
sentials: pay their rent and pay for the
heat during the winter, or cool off dur-
ing the hot summer weather months
that we have. Women seniors, in par-
ticular, need prescription drug cov-
erage. Over a quarter of them have no
prescription drug coverage.

Our Democratic plan is voluntary.
Seniors who would choose to partici-
pate would pay a $25 monthly pre-
mium, $100 annual deductible, and 20
percent of their prescription drugs, up
to $25,000 a year.

We have talked about prescription
drug benefits long enough. It is time to
give seniors what they deserve, a com-
prehensive, reliable, affordable plan.

f

MEANINGFUL SAVINGS FOR SEN-
IORS UNDER HOUSE PRESCRIP-
TION DRUG PLAN

(Mr. BOOZMAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of a Medicare pre-
scription drug benefit that provides im-
mediate, meaningful savings for Amer-
ican seniors.

The Department of Health and
Human Services released a study yes-
terday that stated the House Repub-
lican plan will give seniors a 60 percent
to 85 percent savings per prescription
and cut their out-of-pocket costs by as
much as 70 percent.

This same HHS study confirmed that
our plan creates a fiscally responsible
benefit that results in immediate sav-
ings for American seniors. The study
backs us up by pointing out that the
Democrats plan does not help seniors
until 2005. That is too long to wait, as
this relief cannot come soon enough.
Twelve million do not have prescrip-
tion drug coverage at all.

Quality health care for seniors
should not end when they turn 65. Our
proposal would deliver 21st century
prescription drug coverage by pro-
viding a voluntary, affordable prescrip-
tion drug benefit as a permanent enti-
tlement to Medicare beneficiaries.

I encourage my colleagues to support
this proposal that will save seniors
across the country money on their pre-
scription drug bills.

MAJORITY LEADER SPEAKS FROM
THE HEART

(Ms. KAPTUR asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, the best
you can say about the comments made
yesterday by the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. ARMEY), the House Repub-
lican leader, of U.S. companies fleeing
to offshore locations in order to reap
additional tax benefits, is that he
spoke from his heart, and the heart of
the Republican Party.

At the same time as his party was
raising over $30 million up the street at
the Washington Convention Center
from groups like the pharmaceutical
industry, Congressional Quarterly re-
ported that he defended the actions of
corporations to move their head-
quarters abroad to reduce their tax
burdens. With all his party is taking
from the Social Security and Medicare
Trust Funds, his remarks reveal the
true heart of the Republican Party:
Take our people’s money before every-
thing, before Social Security and Medi-
care, before prescription drugs, before
jobs in America.

So the best I can do is to thank the
Republican leader for revealing the
true heart of the Republican Party. It
is the reason this Member is a Demo-
crat.

f

PRESCRIPTION DRUGS

(Ms. BROWN of Florida asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
tomorrow, in my district in Orlando,
President Bush will be visiting the
Marks Community Center on Physical
Fitness, and we thank him. I have a lot
of seniors in my district, but besides
physical fitness, they need the pre-
scription drug benefit that was prom-
ised to them in the last election.

When I was home recently in Jack-
sonville, I had to go to the drugstore to
pick up a prescription for my grand-
mother. I thought the copayment
would be $15. It was $91. Our grand-
mothers deserve better than that.

If the Republican leadership and Mr.
Bush could take a break from their $30
million drug company fund-raisers and
their tax cuts to the rich, maybe they
could work on a compromise that will
provide our seniors with the relief they
need and that was promised to them in
the last election. They need to get
their priorities straight.

f

SMALL AIRPORT SAFETY, SECU-
RITY, AND AIR SERVICE IM-
PROVEMENT ACT OF 2002

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 447 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 447
Resolved, That at any time after the adop-

tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1979) to amend
title 49, United States Code, to provide as-
sistance for the construction of certain air
traffic control towers. The first reading of
the bill shall be dispensed with. General de-
bate shall be confined to the bill and shall
not exceed one hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor-
ity member of the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. It shall be in order
to consider as an original bill for the purpose
of amendment under the five-minute rule the
amendment in the nature of a substitute rec-
ommended by the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure now printed in the
bill. Each section of the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute shall be
considered as read. All points of order
against the committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute are waived. During
consideration of the bill for amendment, the
Chairman of the Committee of the Whole
may accord priority in recognition on the
basis of whether the Member offering an
amendment has caused it to be printed in the
portion of the Congressional Record des-
ignated for that purpose in clause 8 of rule
XVIII. Amendments so printed shall be con-
sidered as read. At the conclusion of consid-
eration of the bill for amendment the Com-
mittee shall rise and report the bill to the
House with such amendments as may have
been adopted. Any Member may demand a
separate vote in the House on any amend-
ment adopted in the Committee of the Whole
to the bill or to the committee amendment
in the nature of a substitute. The previous
question shall be considered as ordered on
the bill and amendments thereto to final
passage without intervening motion except
one motion to recommit with or without in-
structions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
COOKSEY). The gentlewoman from Ohio
(Ms. PRYCE) is recognized for 1 hour.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, for
purposes of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to my colleague and
friend, the gentleman from Massachu-
setts (Mr. MCGOVERN), pending which I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. During consideration of this res-
olution, all time yielded is for the pur-
pose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 447 is
an open rule, which provides for 1 hour
of general debate equally divided be-
tween the chairman and ranking mem-
ber of the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure on H.R. 1979,
the Small Airport Safety, Security,
and Air Service Improvement Act of
2002.

The rule provides that it shall be in
order to consider for the purpose of
amendment the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute now printed in the
bill. The rule waives all points of order
against consideration of the committee
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute and provides that it shall be
open for amendment by section.

Any Member wishing to offer an
amendment may do so as long as it
complies with the regular rules of the
House. However, the rule allows the
Chairman of the Committee of the
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Whole to accord priority in recognition
to those Members who have preprinted
their amendments in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD.

Finally, the rule permits the minor-
ity to offer a motion to recommit with
or without instructions.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to com-
mend the chairman, the gentleman
from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG), the ranking
member, the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), the sub-
committee chairman, the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. MICA), and the au-
thor of this bill, the gentleman from
Mississippi (Mr. WICKER), as well as all
the members of the committee for
their hard work and steadfast efforts
on behalf of our Nation’s transpor-
tation infrastructure needs.

Mr. Speaker, it is a well-known fact
that safety is enhanced when air traffic
controllers guide a plane through the
skies and onto a runway. Yet many of
our Nation’s smaller airports do not
have air traffic control towers, leaving
pilots on their own to seek out and
avoid air traffic and land on the ground
safely.

The FAA has been tasked with the
role of building air traffic control tow-
ers in our Nation’s larger airports, but
their construction budgets are not
large enough to pay for the needed tow-
ers at the smaller airports, even
though many of these airports have
commercial passenger service or very
active general aviation business.

This legislation seeks to address this
problem by changing existing law to
allow small airports to use their Air-
ports Improvement Program, or AIP,
grant money to build traffic control
towers and to equip these towers. It is
important to note that this added safe-
ty step is purely voluntary, and the
legislation provides each small airport
with the flexibility to meet their most
pressing individual safety needs.

As a matter of fairness, this legisla-
tion allows for limited reimbursement
of costs incurred after October 1, 1996,
for tower construction costs and equip-
ment purchases. This recognizes that
some airports chose to improve their
safety by building their own towers at
their own cost, and they should not be
penalized for their initiative.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1979 takes yet an-
other step forward to increase air safe-
ty, efficiency, and security at our Na-
tion’s smaller airports. In addition, re-
gional service in our rural areas will be
enhanced, providing significant savings
to the FAA in air traffic costs and in-
creasing economic productivity in
smaller communities nationwide.

Mr. Speaker, this is a good bill, and
it deserves our support. There is no ad-
ditional cost to the government, since
it simply gives our airports and the
FAA another authorized use for AIP
grant money. I urge all my colleagues
to support this straightforward, non-
controversial rule as well as the under-
lying legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I
thank my colleague, the gentlewoman
from Ohio (Ms. PRYCE), for yielding me
the customary 30 minutes, and I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, this is a fair rule, pro-
viding for an hour of debate on H.R.
1979, the Small Airport Safety, Secu-
rity, and Air Service Improvement Act.
This is an open rule, allowing for any
germane amendment to be offered, and
I support this rule and commend the
majority for reporting this fair rule.

Prior to being selected on the Com-
mittee on Rules, I had the honor of
serving as a member of the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.
My experiences, first with Mr. SHUSTER
and then with the gentleman from
Alaska (Mr. YOUNG), were positive and
almost always bipartisan. I have the
utmost respect for both the former and
current chairmen, and I cannot recall a
time when the committee did not work
together to resolve partisan dif-
ferences.

Mr. Speaker, this should be a very
good bill. As the distinguished ranking
member of the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure, the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBER-
STAR), said to the Committee on Rules
the other day, this bill could have been
considered under suspension, except for
one provision. That provision is noth-
ing less than an unfair handout to a
handful of airports scattered across
this country.

The bill would allow small airports
to use up to $1.1 million of Airport Im-
provement Program funds to build or
equip an air traffic control tower to be
operated under the FAA’s Contact
Tower Program. This is not controver-
sial. In fact, if this were the sole scope
of the bill, it would have unanimously
passed the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure, and it prob-
ably would unanimously pass the
House today.

Unfortunately, the bill also contains
a provision that takes approximately
$30 million of AIP funds to enhance air-
port security and, instead, uses these
funds to reimburse airports for air traf-
fic control towers previously built.

b 1115

These towers were constructed under
an expressed agreement that the Fed-
eral Government would pay the cost of
staffing the tower but not the con-
struction costs. Mr. Speaker, this pro-
vision is bad policy, plain and simple.
When I was a member of the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infra-
structure, I voted against the inclusion
of this provision of the bill. In fact, I so
strongly disagreed with this provision
that I signed the dissenting views.

Mr. Speaker, the inclusion of this
provision is unfortunate, and it should
be stricken from the bill. The rule al-
lows the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. OBERSTAR) to offer an amendment
to do just that. The gentleman from
Minnesota’s amendment does the right
thing by leveling the playing field for

all airports. His amendment strikes the
controversial provision from the bill.
Small airports across the country can
still use airport improvement funds to
build control towers in the future.
Under the Oberstar amendment, the 26
airports covered by the provision would
not receive retroactive funding for the
construction of their towers which
were built without any expectation of
Federal funding.

Mr. Speaker, I support this open rule,
and I support the gentleman from Min-
nesota’s amendment; and I strongly
urge my colleagues to do the same.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve balance of my
time.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
am pleased to yield such time as he
may consume to my distinguished col-
league, the gentleman from California
(Mr. DREIER), the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Rules.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my friend for yielding me this time,
and I appreciate her management of
this rule. I also want to compliment
my friend, the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN), for pointing
to the fact that we have proceeded with
an open-amendment process here. Obvi-
ously, if we look back at September 11,
and a great deal of time has been fo-
cused understandably talking about
the tragic circumstances that sur-
rounded that day and all of the action
that we in this Congress and that
President Bush have taken to respond
to it, dealing with airport safety is a
very high priority.

And as we have looked at some of the
proposed regulations that have come
forward as it deals with small aircraft,
it seems to me that this legislation
which will deal with the challenge of
ensuring that we have the safety pre-
cautions taken and a degree of flexi-
bility for small airports is the right
thing to do. I think that we have been
able to move ahead with again, as I
said, an open-amendment process
which is right on target; and while I
oppose the Oberstar amendment and I
urge my colleagues to defeat it, I do
support the gentleman from Min-
nesota’s (Mr. OBERSTAR) right to offer
that amendment.

As we look at this extremely chal-
lenging time, there are a lot of small
airports that have been unable to take
advantage of the AIP funding, and this
legislation will provide that oppor-
tunity for utilization of those very im-
portant funds.

So I urge my colleagues to support
this rule, oppose the Oberstar amend-
ment which will be considered under
the open-amendment process; and after
we defeat that amendment, support
this very important legislation.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. HOEFFEL).

Mr. HOEFFEL. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.
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Mr. Speaker, I would like to first off

rise in support of the Oberstar amend-
ment, which I think is a very wise leg-
islative proposal to protect these dol-
lars against being used retroactively;
and after an agreement has been
reached and a deal struck, a deal
should be a deal. I also, though, want
to express my concerns about the air-
port improvement program, the way it
is run by the FAA and how it impacts
on local communities. There is a com-
munity airport in my district in Mont-
gomery County, Pennsylvania, called
Wings Field. It has been there for
many, many years; and it is a commu-
nity asset. As a county commissioner,
when the private owners wanted to sell
it, I cooperated with my colleagues to
try to create a county authority to buy
it so that we could keep it as a commu-
nity asset and as a valuable transpor-
tation program, an asset in our subur-
ban county outside of Philadelphia.
The community was concerned about
that, did not want it to go into public
hands, and that authority was dis-
banded.

The pilots that were using Wings
Field then bought the field themselves
and have undertaken some improve-
ment programs which I think were
meritorious. Specifically, they applied
for an airport improvement program
grant and received it for about $3 mil-
lion to extend the runway, which I be-
lieve made the airport safer. It was
controversial in the community, but I
think it was the right thing to do.

The problem was that there was no
public discussion, that the owners, the
new pilot group owning the airport, ap-
plied to the FAA quietly without in-
volving the local township supervisors
who had been deeply involved in zoning
matters and such affecting this airport.

They did not tell the county commis-
sioners, the current board deeply in-
volved in the affairs of this airport, and
did not notify the Member of Congress,
myself, from the community; and I
have also been deeply involved in pro-
moting this airport. I am a friend of
Wings Field, but it has transpired that
this grant was approved without notice
in a way that generated great public
outcry.

Pennsylvania is a block grant State
when it comes to aviation dollars, and
we all thought and had been told that
any Federal money coming to Pennsyl-
vania would go through this block
grant program. There would be trans-
parency, and people would understand
when money was being applied for and
when money was being appropriated,
and there would be notice. These air-
port programs might still be controver-
sial, but there should be notice and un-
derstanding. That did not happen. The
ownership group applied directly to the
FAA and got $3.5 million to extend the
runway. The merits of that runway are
very real, but the process is terrible.

Mr. Speaker, I hope that the com-
mittee will, next year, when I under-
stand from the ranking member of the
committee, the gentleman from Min-

nesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), that his com-
mittee will be dealing with FAA re-
newal and reauthorization, that the
committee will look at how the FAA
deals with the airport improvement
program.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOEFFEL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for raising this
issue.

In general it is a standing principle
that any AIP funds, any project that is
AIP funded, must conform to the Fed-
eral rules and regulations, which in-
clude the public-hearing process.

Since this is a block grant program,
I think we would have to review the
conditions under which Pennsylvania
manages that program and may want
to amend the requirements in next
year’s reauthorization of FAA pro-
grams to ensure that States in their
block grant program comply with the
public notification issue that the gen-
tleman has raised here. I fully sym-
pathize with the gentleman’s position.

Mr. HOEFFEL. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman. There was an end-run
done here, and I hope that it will not
happen again.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Mississippi (Mr.
WICKER), the sponsor and author of
H.R. 1979.

Mr. WICKER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding me this
time and for her fine statement on be-
half of the rule and the legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to have
the opportunity to speak on behalf of
this bill. I appreciate the gentleman
from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG) and the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. MICA) for
moving this bill through their com-
mittee so it could be brought to the
floor today, and I appreciate the hard
work of the gentleman from California
(Mr. DREIER) and the Committee on
Rules for providing the House with a
fair and open rule.

I introduced H.R. 1979 a year ago
after listening to the people who run
small regional airports in my home
State of Mississippi. A common con-
cern of the airport managers is that
their airports lack the necessary facili-
ties and equipment to guide commer-
cial jets and private planes safely. But
this is not just a worry in small-town
Mississippi. It is commonplace
throughout America. Smaller airports
depend on Federal money provided
through the airport improvement pro-
gram, AIP, for capital improvements.

However, the program that is de-
signed to improve the safety and effi-
ciency of our national aviation system
does not allow airports to use AIP
money to construct and equip control
towers, and that is what this bill is
about today. The bill before us today
corrects this situation by giving our
airports the option to use their AIP
funds to construct or equip contract

control towers. If more airports are
able to use the most up-to-date safety
equipment, accidents will be prevented
and lives will be saved. Air traffic con-
trollers will be able to verify the posi-
tion of planes all over America, not
just around the airports at larger cit-
ies.

Unfortunately, there are many exam-
ples of the type of accident we are try-
ing to prevent today. On February 8,
2000, over Zion, Illinois, two planes col-
lided, crashing into a residential area.
All of the passengers were killed. De-
bris from the accident fell on residen-
tial streets and the Midwestern Re-
gional Medical Center where the win-
dows were blown out and two hospitals
workers were burned. At the time of
the accident, the controllers at the
Waukegan Airport directed traffic
based only on the pilots’ reports of
their locations. A student pilot re-
ported on her position inaccurately,
and the controllers had no way to con-
firm her position. After a study of this
accident, the National Transportation
Safety Board issued a report on April
27, 2001, stating, ‘‘Preliminary findings
indicate if the Waukegan tower had
been equipped with a terminal radar
display at the time of the accident, the
controller could have confirmed the pi-
lots’ position reports and established a
more effective sequencing plan, there-
by preventing the accident.’’

However, the equipment the National
Transportation Safety Board said the
airport needed is very expensive. It is
just the type of safety precautionary
equipment for which the AIP program
should be utilized. This legislation will
make that possible.

Since this and other accidents, many
airports have found room in tight
budgets to equip their control towers
with terminal radar displays. But this
is not an option for airports which do
no even have a tower yet.

On June 23, 2000, 2 and a half miles
from the Boca Raton, Florida, airport,
a Learjet collided with a stunt plane,
killing four people. Wreckage of the
planes fell on a heavily populated golf
course and community. At the time of
the accident, neither pilot was talking
to controllers to verify their respective
positions because the airport did not
have a tower to house an air traffic
controller.

While the most important goal of
this legislation is to improve safety in
our skies, there are additional benefits.
Building and equipping more control
towers will provide relief for our con-
gested air traffic system as more re-
liever airports are created, and rural
communities will be more attractive
for economic development prospects as
air travel opportunities increase.

This commonsense legislation does
not direct more money to any par-
ticular airport. All the bill does is give
airports more options to use funds
which they are already going to receive
from the Federal Government.

I expect a good portion of the debate
today will be about an amendment
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which I expect the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR) to offer. It
is my understanding the ranking mem-
ber of the full committee plans to offer
an amendment which would strike a
portion of the bill concerning possible
reimbursement for airports which have
built and equipped their control towers
since October 1996. I urge my col-
leagues to defeat this amendment.

The purpose of this section in the bill
is to provide support to airports that
depleted their reserves or increased
their bonded indebtedness to provide
an optimum level of safety and secu-
rity at their airports. During a time
when regional airports are struggling,
removing debt or replenishing reserves
would allow airports to complete
projects that are not AIP eligible or to
comply with unfunded Federal security
mandates, thereby further enhancing
security and safety at airports. This is
a budget-neutral position which will
not direct any money to any airports.
All the section does is give airports the
ability to reimburse a portion of their
expenses with a cap of $1.1 million. Of
the only 21 airports which will be eligi-
ble for reimbursement, most will not
even be able to reach the $1.1 million
cap since many of the airports utilize
funding streams which are not eligible
for reimbursement.

During the debate, the ranking mem-
ber may argue that the reimbursement
provision of this legislation will nega-
tively affect the safety of the national
airport system. I believe nothing could
be further from the truth, Mr. Speaker.
The 21 airports that have built towers
have been proactive in providing the
same level of safety at their regional
airports as the large hub airports pro-
vide, and in the process have enhanced
security of the national airport sys-
tem.

b 1130

I believe these airports should be re-
warded for their proactive consider-
ation. I urge my colleagues to vote
against the Oberstar amendment which
would strip this valuable portion of the
legislation.

In closing, I look forward to the de-
bate. Once again, I thank the Rules
Committee for a fair rule. I look for-
ward to the enactment of this legisla-
tion, which will increase safety for all
Americans. I urge a vote in favor of the
rule and in favor of H.R. 1979.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), the ranking
member of the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time. I listened with great interest
to the remarks of the chairman of the
Committee on Rules and the remarks
of the gentleman from Mississippi.
Were it not for the reimbursement pro-
vision, I would say, this bill would not
be on the Union Calendar. We would
have disposed of it on the suspension
calendar. We could have even brought

it on unanimous consent. But because
of an egregious provision that the Law
and Order Caucus, ordinarily on the
other side of the aisle, would not sup-
port, we have to take this up in the
current procedure, and, that is, the re-
imbursement provision. It is really
akin to the painter who comes up to
your front door, paints the door and
says, Look what a great job I did. It
was in such bad shape. It was a ter-
rible-looking front door. Now it looks
wonderful. Pay me. There was no con-
tract. There was no agreement. Every
one of the 20 or 21 airports that will be
windfall beneficiaries of this provision
in the bill knew what they were get-
ting into, I say to the gentleman.

We discussed this when the gen-
tleman first proposed this before he
even introduced his bill a year ago. I
am for the purposes of your legislation
except for the reimbursement. They
signed a contract with the FAA. They
knew what they were getting into.
They knew they had to build a tower in
order for the FAA to operate that
tower. It is not right to come back and
say, Oh, gosh, why don’t you reimburse
us for being good guys and building
this tower even though we knew it was
our obligation, even though we knew
we had to pay for it.

What this amendment is going to
allow is these airports to reach out
into the future, into the entitlement
that we provided for small airports in
AIR–21, and I was a proponent of it, to
give small airports an entitlement.
Over many years we had expanded the
funding available for small airports
going back to the passenger facility
charge of 1990 where large airports had
to yield half of their entitlement funds,
50 cents, their entitlement for every
dollar of PFC that then went into a
small airport development fund, to in-
crease the amount of money going out
to upgrade airports at the end of the
spokes in the hub-and-spokes system of
aviation. That amounted to an $800
million set-aside for small airports
every year from 1990 forward.

In addition to that, I said, Fine. We
ought to have an entitlement now for
small airports because some of them
are not getting that money. That is
$150,000 a year. Those airports, at $1.1
million average, will soak up 7 future
years of their entitlement money. Then
what is going to happen, those airports
are going to come back to their Mem-
bers of Congress and say, Goodness,
we’ve run out of money. Can you help
us get more funds? Are we supposed to
then bail them out twice?

They agreed to this provision. The
basic bill is prospective. It says, in the
future we will fund these kinds of
projects on a request basis. But we
should not go back in time and pay for
something that an airport agreed to do
on their own. The airport program has
limited dollars, limited funding. It is a
cooperative program. The Federal Gov-
ernment, State and local each has to
do their part. The part of the small air-
ports and the airport authority was to

get an agreement. If they could not
comply, if they could not meet the ben-
efit-cost standard, then they had to go
and build the tower themselves and the
FAA comes in and operates that tower.
They are not shouldering the whole re-
sponsibility themselves. The Federal
Government, the FAA, is paying for
the operation of that tower and the air
traffic controllers.

Absent the reimbursement provision,
which is simply a windfall benefit, un-
justified, the rest of the bill is good, is
needed, will serve security and safety
enhancement and capacity needs in the
future. But we ought to defeat that
provision of the bill. Under any other
circumstance, I cannot imagine any
other Member of this body supporting
something like that. We do not do it in
the Corps of Engineers, we do not do it
in the Federal highway program, and
we ought not to be doing it in the
small airport program.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
am pleased to yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. MICA), my distinguished
colleague and classmate and the chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Aviation.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentlewoman for yielding time to me.

First of all, I want to speak on the
rule. That is what this particular issue
is about, the resolution before us to de-
bate this important piece of legisla-
tion. I want to commend the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DREIER),
the chairman of the Committee on
Rules, and the gentlewoman from Ohio
(Ms. PRYCE), my classmate. We were
elected together. We served at times
under a regime when rules were not
open, when you did not even get an op-
portunity to present in a fair manner
your opposition. I commend both the
gentleman from California and the gen-
tlewoman from Ohio for their oper-
ation of a Rules Committee that gives
everybody a fair opportunity to be
heard.

As we have heard the ranking mem-
ber of the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure, the distin-
guished gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. OBERSTAR), say, this is a fairly
noncontroversial measure. It is an im-
portant measure because it does ad-
dress safety at our small airports. We
heard the sponsor of the legislation,
the gentleman from Mississippi (Mr.
WICKER), cite instances where unfortu-
nately many of our aviation accidents
are at small airports that do not have
one of the most important features,
which is an air traffic control tower, in
their facilities. It is an important
issue, and it would be noncontroversial
except for one or two possible amend-
ments. The most difficult of those
amendments, which has again been
given an opportunity to be heard here
on the floor in open fairness and de-
bate, is the Oberstar amendment.

But let me speak just a moment
about the legislation. The legislation
was crafted in a very fair and reason-
able fashion, I believe, and that is to
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provide assistance to these small air-
ports to put in part of their facility.
Runways may be important and safety
lights may be important and other in-
frastructure improvements at our
small aviation and general aviation fa-
cilities may be important; but, Mr.
Speaker, there is nothing more impor-
tant than an air traffic control tower.

This particular legislation makes
possible using basically entitlement
money, aviation improvement fund
moneys which are available, some of it
is capped for smaller airports, some of
it is based on passenger revenue for
other commercial facilities, but that is
money that really is an entitlement to
these local airports to use in an op-
tional manner. This is an option in the
manner in which they think is best and
best serves safety purposes. Certainly
nothing can be a bigger safety measure
than an air traffic control tower. That,
we all agree upon.

The issue that is in debate is whether
those small communities who have
dipped into their own pocket and taken
the initiative to make a major safety
improvement and expend their own
funds can make a determination as to
whether they want to use their future
funds which they are entitled to, any-
way, for reimbursement. What could be
a fairer presentation? And not to cut
off these communities who have taken
an initiative, who have looked out for
the most important interest, and that
is the safety of the pilots and the air-
craft and passengers coming into these
smaller airports. Nothing can be a bet-
ter utilization of funds. Why should we
as Congress, why should we in Wash-
ington tell these communities what
they can do with their funds when they
already have the option of spending
them in any manner in which they
make the improvement?

The Members that may be listening,
Mr. Speaker, from Arizona, from Cali-
fornia, from Colorado, from Florida,
from Georgia, from Idaho, from Illi-
nois, from Indiana, from Kansas, from
Louisiana, also from Minnesota, from
Mississippi, from Missouri, from New
Hampshire, from Oklahoma, Pennsyl-
vania, South Carolina, South Dakota,
Texas, Utah, Virginia, Wisconsin and
other States will be entitled to use
their funds for this. Why should we pe-
nalize those from the States of Texas,
Kansas, Arkansas, North Carolina,
Maryland, Florida, Wyoming, Arizona,
Connecticut, North Carolina, Ohio,
Georgia, Oklahoma and others who
have taken the initiative? This is a
fairness issue. This is not an egregious
misuse, as we have heard it termed, of
funds. It is a fairness issue to all the
Members and to all the local commu-
nities and to safety improvements in
these small airports across our Nation.

The rule is fair. It could not be a fair-
er rule, to take time to debate this
issue on which we disagree. We agree
on the larger part. I have worked with
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
OBERSTAR). He is one of the champions
in the House of safety and the trans-

portation improvements, infrastruc-
ture improvements across the Nation.
The gentleman from Illinois (Mr. LI-
PINSKI), the ranking member, he does
an excellent job working together. We
disagree on this one issue. I view this
as a fairness issue. I view this as a
Washington knows best, knows all and
will-tell-you-exactly-how-to-do-it
issue, and that is not fair.

Let us be fair. I think we need to op-
pose the Oberstar amendment. We need
to first pass this rule which again al-
lows for open, free, fair debate. Again I
commend the Rules Committee on
that. I ask first that we pass the rule
and then that we oppose the Oberstar
amendment and that we allow again
local governments to do what they
know is best and that is make those
safety improvements and not be penal-
ized for having made good decisions in
the past.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I just want to respond to something
that the gentleman from Florida said.
He praised the Rules Committee for the
new openness and condemned past
rules that have been more restrictive.

I just want to say to the gentleman
that wait until the next rule that is
coming up on the Trade Adjustment
Act. It is probably one of the most re-
strictive, antidemocratic rules that I
think I have ever seen in my life. It is
so restrictive and so strange, in fact,
that the distinguished chairman of our
committee, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia, last night said that what the
committee was doing was unprece-
dented.

I hope that given the fact that the
gentleman has expressed his support
for open and more democratic rules,
that he will be on the floor fighting the
defeat of that rule when it comes up
later today.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. MCGOVERN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida.

Mr. MICA. I appreciate what the gen-
tleman said. Possibly he views this rule
in a different light. The gentlewoman
from Ohio (Ms. PRYCE) and I were here
in a different era and we saw much
more oppressive operations of the
Rules Committee.

Mr. MCGOVERN. I reclaim my time.
You ain’t seen nothing yet until you
have seen the rule that is going to
come up this afternoon, believe me.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. EDDIE
BERNICE JOHNSON), a member of the
Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure.
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Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Mr. Speaker, I rise in favor of
this rule. It is a breath of fresh air that
we are getting this kind of fair and
open rule from the Republican major-
ity. But I also rise to support the
amendment to be offered by the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBER-

STAR), the ranking member, which
seeks to prevent the diversion of funds
from the Airport Improvement Pro-
gram.

Like the ranking member, I am not
opposed to the underlying provisions of
the bill, which seek to expand the eligi-
bility of the AIP program to include fu-
ture construction of contract towers. I
am, however, opposed to allowing air-
ports to be reimbursed for work that
has already been completed by airport
improvement entitlements that are due
for others in the future.

As a matter of equity, the 26 airports
that would be eligible for reimburse-
ment had no reasonable expectations
that Federal funds would cover con-
struction of their contract towers. If
we now allow these airports to recover
their costs under this AIP program, it
sends the message to other airports
that any contract fairly entered into
with the FAA can be overturned when
they get ready, if they can muster the
support in Congress. So it is a matter
of principle.

I also understand that the 26 airports
that are eligible to be reimbursed have
an estimated $252 million in safety, se-
curity and capacity needs. If future air-
port improvement entitlements are di-
verted to work on contract towers that
have already been completed, these 26
airports could face a major funding
shortfall in the future.

Essentially what this amendment
seeks to do is prevent these 26 airports
from double-dipping from their short-
sighted attempt to mortgage their fu-
ture. I ask my colleagues to support
the Oberstar amendment and to oppose
final passage if the Oberstar amend-
ment is not adopted.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
am very pleased to yield such time as
he may consume to the distinguished
gentleman from Montana (Mr.
REHBERG) a freshman Member of this
body and a great addition, as well as a
member of the Subcommittee on Avia-
tion.

Mr. REHBERG. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my colleague very much for yielding
me time.

Mr. Speaker, I want to stand today in
favor of the rule, I think it is a fair
rule, but definitely in opposition to the
Oberstar amendment.

Let me lay out a scenario for you. I
do not know about the other 25 airports
that are under consideration, but I can
tell you about one in the State of Mon-
tana. Over the course of the years, and
we can debate whether it is because of
mismanagement of our forests or what-
ever you want, we have more forest
fires than we ever had before. Starting
in 1988, we have had practically a forest
fire every single year, and, in fact, in
the year 2000, we got up to 1 million
acres of Montana burned. This last
year Glacier Park was on fire.

We have an airport called the Glacier
International Airport near Glacier
Park, it is in Kalispell, Montana, that
has 100 airplanes that fly every day. We
are not talking about small planes, we
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are talking about large planes, because
it is a destination point.

Unfortunately, during the fire season
that increases to 200 a day. And what
are the other 100? They are bombers,
they are tankers, they are helicopters.
Now, envision for a minute, you are in
the mountains, you are at 10,000 feet,
you are flying around as a private
pilot, and you have got helicopters and
bombers going around dropping their
retardant, going back to the airport,
going up in the air, going back to the
airport, going up in the air, and you
are a traveler in the middle of all of
this. And do you know what happened?
They did not have a tower. The Federal
Government would not help them build
a tower.

So this last year, finally, after all
these years of fires, this small commu-
nity came to the conclusion, for the
safety of the air traveler and because
the Federal Government was not help-
ing them, they would go ahead and tax
themselves to build this tower.

Now, what were they using for a
tower before? Every time these fires
started, the Forest Service and the
FAA would bring in a trailer, and the
FAA would charge the Forest Service
for this trailer. So this community not
only made the decision to increase
their own safety aspects, but they also
saved the Federal Government the
charges of having to bring that trailer
in every year, displace workers, try
and deal with the safety aspects of
fighting those fires.

It is only fair that we recognize the
construction costs of the safety aspect
of this small community, because it is
something that the Federal Govern-
ment did not do and they did for them-
selves.

So, if nothing else, if you are looking
at it from a fiscal standpoint. If you
are trying to save the Federal Govern-
ment some dollars, this small commu-
nity, by having built this control
tower, did, in fact, save the money.
They should be reimbursed for it, and
then they ought to be patted on the
back for taking the initiative to save
lives, rather than slapped in the face
by the amendment that is a one-size-
fits-all, and it might fit the other 25,
but it certainly does not fit the case
that I have laid out today.

I thank the gentlewoman for this op-
portunity. I hope we will pass the bill,
I hope we will pass the bill offered by
the gentleman from Mississippi (Mr.
WICKER), and I hope we will defeat the
Oberstar amendment.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. LIPINSKI), a member of the
Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure and the ranking Democrat
on the Subcommittee on Aviation.

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me time.

First of all, I want to say I agree
with about 99 percent of this bill, but
there is 1 percent of the bill I do not
agree with, and that, of course, is the
portion of the bill that gives a reim-

bursement to these airports who built
towers, knowing full well that the Fed-
eral Government was not going to pay
for the construction of these towers.

In AIR–21 we passed the law saying
that if a local airport, a small local
airport, wanted to build a tower, the
Federal Government would then pay
for the contract air traffic controllers.
That was the law. That is still the law
today.

What we are doing here really is
changing the rules of the game after
the game has been played. These local
small airports signed an agreement
with the FAA saying that they would
build the local tower with their money,
knowing full well they would never get
reimbursement for it, if the FAA would
pay for the contract air traffic control-
lers. That is what has happened.

These small airports receive about
$150,000 a year from the AIP fund. If we
grant them reimbursement, they will
be spending their AIP money for the
next 7 or 8 years on something that
they constructed a number of years
ago.

The worst part of this piece of the
legislation is the fact that these same
airports have requested $258 million in
security improvements because of 9/11.
If we do not pass the Oberstar amend-
ment, that means that these airports
will not be able to make any security
improvements, which they contend
they need to the tune of $258 million,
until they have been fully reimbursed
for their towers that they never had
any expectation for being reimbursed
for. So, to me, the most reasonable,
practical, fair thing to do is pass the
Oberstar amendment.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
am pleased to yield 2 minutes to the
distinguished gentleman from Kansas
(Mr. MORAN), another member of the
Subcommittee on Aviation.

Mr. MORAN of Kansas. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentlewoman for yielding
me time.

Mr. Speaker, I am happy to rise
today in support of this legislation and
of the rule. It is unusual for those of us
who are Members of the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure to
be here today in controversy. We al-
most always resolve our differences be-
fore we reach the House floor, and in
this case we were unable to do so.

Unlike the gentleman from Illinois, I
find support for 100 percent, not just 99
percent, but 100 percent of this legisla-
tion, and in particular I would like to
highlight the importance of the con-
tract tower program to places across
the country, especially places in rural
America where contract tower services
provide the only air traffic control that
our passengers or airlines have.

An example is the community in my
district, Garden City, Kansas, popu-
lation approximately 30,000 people. It
has commercial service eastbound to
Kansas City, westbound to Denver, and
a general aviation component that is
significant as well. They are a contract
tower city, which means that the Fed-

eral Government does not have to pay
for all of its tower services, and that
community made a decision, prior to
passage of AIR–21, in support of a con-
tract tower. The tower is built.

All this bill does, in addition to sup-
porting contract towers generally, is
allow places like Garden City, Kansas,
to utilize money that they would re-
ceive anyway. They are an entitlement
airport, will receive approximately $1
million of AIP funding, entitlement
funding, and they have the option, if
they so choose, unless the gentleman’s
amendment passes, they have the op-
tion, the flexibility to decide our high-
est priority is to pay for the contract
tower previously built.

It has $1 million coming to Garden
City’s airport regardless, and this leg-
islation that allows them to be reim-
bursed does not detract from any other
airport in the country. It does not take
any money from the airport in any
other community. It simply allows the
community of Garden City or any
other community that has built a con-
tract tower prior to the passage of
AIR–21 to use money they are going to
receive anyway for purposes of reim-
bursing the city for that contract
tower construction.

It is an issue that allows local units
of government, our local airports, the
flexibility to decide where their prior-
ities are, and does not take money
away from any other community. I do
not know whether my community
would choose that or not, but I believe
in that flexibility.

Support the rule, support the bill,
and oppose the amendment.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Oregon
(Mr. DEFAZIO).

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, just in
response to the previous speaker, we
are talking about $150,000 a year would
be the allocation. The towers cost over
$1 million. So you are basically talking
about 8 to 10 years of the allocation
that will be diverted from safety, secu-
rity and other issues for a retroactive,
unanticipated reimbursement for an
unqualified project.

Now, we could do this pretty broadly.
There is a whole lot of things airports
have done out there that were not
qualified that were expensive projects.
My city of Eugene is still paying for
their terminal expansion. Maybe we
ought to qualify those sorts of things,
because they did it before we author-
ized PFCs. We could change the High-
way Trust Fund to reimburse a whole
host of State and local projects that
are not currently eligible.

The point is there is a limited
amount of money to do an extraor-
dinary amount of work, and particu-
larly in these days we are very con-
cerned about the safety and security
issues. These airports, with this retro-
active, unanticipated dedication of
their AIP money for 8 to 10 years, a lot
of that work will not get done for 8 to
10 years. Yes, it will be a little bit of a
windfall they did not anticipate, but,
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unfortunately, a whole lot of other
needs will go unmet, maybe critical se-
curity needs, which may lead to an-
other disaster.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
am pleased to yield such time as he
may consume to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Arkansas (Mr. BOOZMAN),
a member of the Subcommittee on
Aviation.

Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to com-
mend the gentleman from Mississippi
(Mr. WICKER) for introducing H.R. 1979
for which I am a proud cosponsor. The
Small Airport Safety, Security and Air
Service Improvement Act would
change the law to allow small airports
to not only use their AIP money to
build a new or replacement FAA con-
tract tower, but also to use AIP funds
to equip their tower facilities.

This legislation is very important to
my rural Third District of Arkansas.
Currently I have three contract towers
in my district located at the Fayette-
ville, Springdale and Northwest Arkan-
sas Regional Airports. In addition, a
fourth airport in my hometown of Rog-
ers, Arkansas, has recently begun con-
struction on their tower. What is amaz-
ing is all of these airports are within a
30-mile radius of each other.

We have been blessed with a booming
economy in this part of the State, and,
therefore, we have a large volume of
business travelers. Rogers Airport is
the second busiest airport in the State
in terms of flight Operations, and
Northwest Arkansas Regional Airport
is the second busiest airport in the
State in terms of passengers. With four
very busy airports all within a very
close proximity, we have extremely
crowded airspace. Most of the flights
coming into my airports originate from
large hubs. The planes are passed from
FAA towers to airports that generally
do not even have radar screens.

b 1200

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1979 would allow
the airports of the third district of Ar-
kansas who operate under a visual
flight rule to use their AIP funds to ac-
quire the terminal radar displays
which they so desperately need to mon-
itor the busy airspace. I fly home al-
most every weekend, and each time I
am thankful that my airports had the
visionary foresight to build contract
towers. They have increased air safety
exponentially with the addition of the
towers.

I fully support H.R. 1979, which would
give local authorities the ability to use
their AIP money to fund the construc-
tion, renovation, and equipage of their
contract tower.

Allowing airports to use their AIP
money for contract towers promotes
local control and advocates safety.
Who knows the needs of our airports
better than the local airport managers?
I hope all rural districts can benefit
from the contract towers as my dis-
trict has.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
am pleased to yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. MICA), the chairman of the
Subcommittee on Aviation.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentlewoman for yielding me this time.

As we sum up the debate on the rule,
again, I think this is a fair rule, as the
major question under consideration,
the major amendment that will be be-
fore us has been given the opportunity
for full, open, fair consideration in a
responsible fashion by the Committee
on Rules. So I ask my colleagues to
support this, again, fair rule. If anyone
knows of any amendments that were
not allowed to be considered, come
forth now and speak, but otherwise for-
ever hold your peace, because this was
done in a fair and open manner.

The major amendment that will be
considered and the major controversy
on an otherwise noncontroversial bill
is again the question of reimburse-
ment. I cannot think of anything more
classic than this issue. This has been
the debate since the beginning of this
Republic, and that is how much power
should be made in Washington, if
Washington knew best or local people
knew best.

Did my colleagues hear the plea of
the last freshman representative, the
gentleman from Arkansas (Mr.
BOOZMAN)? He came up and he said that
the local representatives, the local peo-
ple knew best what to do with their
funds. That is the basic question here:
Do local people know how to use their
funds?

Then we heard someone from the op-
posing side say, ‘‘use up all of ‘their’
money.’’ That is really what we are
talking about. It is their money, and
letting them make their decisions, and
tie up their funds, again using the term
used by the other side, for 8 or 10 years.
Well, heaven forbid that Washington
should let local representatives, local
elected officials, and local commu-
nities decide on how to use their
money.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, if I have
enough time, I will respect the gentle-
man’s request; but let me finish, be-
cause I am on a very good roll here.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, the
gentleman is; I can see that. That is
why I wanted to talk with the gen-
tleman.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, we also
heard from the other side ‘‘unqualified
project.’’ I wrote it down and I put
quotes around this, ‘‘to fund and pay
for an unqualified project.’’

Now, if anyone knows of any air traf-
fic control tower that has been built,
again, we heard the other side say that
they are built with FAA approval, if
they know an unqualified project, I
want them to come forward and
present it before the House at this
time, because it is my understanding,

and again the other side has said that
these are FAA-approved towers, and
they would have to be FAA-approved
towers to be built for air traffic control
purposes, but they were termed as ‘‘un-
qualified projects.’’ I think that is un-
fair, because a local community has
produced a qualified project, taken a
local initiative, and then they want to
decide what to do with their money in
the future. If it is to pay off the wise
decision that they made in the past,
why should we in Washington stand in
their way?

Then, one other issue that was
brought up here about the use of AIP
funds from the distinguished ranking
member on the subcommittee, and he
said, this could harm the use of AIP
funds for security improvements. Well,
I say to my colleagues, we are in very
bad shape if we use all of our AIP funds
when Washington dictates for security
improvements and require local gov-
ernments to make those improvements
in these local communities.

Mr. Speaker, may I inquire as to the
amount of time remaining on this side.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. GIB-
BONS). The time of the gentlewoman
from Ohio (Ms. PRYCE) has expired.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I have much
more, and I am sorry I did not get to
yield to the gentleman.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. OBERSTAR) so that he can
engage in and continue the discussion.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to inquire of the distin-
guished chairman if he believes in the
sanctity of contracts. When one signs
an agreement, when one signs a con-
tract, does one live up to it?

Mr. MICA. Yes.
Mr. OBERSTAR. Yes. And I think

that happened here, as the gentleman
full well knows.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield, this is a question of
paying for the contract.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, let us
throw out all of the other extraneous
matters. These airport authorities
signed an agreement with the FAA.
This is not about Federal dollars, local
dollars, who is in charge or whatever.
They signed an agreement that said
they will build the tower; the FAA will
operate that tower. They entered into
it, full well knowing that they had to
pay that cost.

Now, we are about to give them a
windfall benefit. That is not right, and
the gentleman knows that.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield, I would agree with
the gentleman, and they have signed
that contract, they have made that im-
provement. But I think that they are
also entitled to take their money for
the future and pay off any obligations
that they have incurred.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, that is what the un-
derlying bill does, and for the future,
but not for the past.

Mr. MICA. And we do not want to pe-
nalize them for their past positive ac-
tions.
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Mr. OBERSTAR. No. We want them

to live up to their contract. That is the
point.

Furthermore, the reason that the
tower was not approved to be built
with FAA funds is that it did not meet
FAA benefit cost requirements.

Mr. WICKER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. OBERSTAR. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Mississippi.

Mr. WICKER. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the gentleman yielding on this
question of a contract, because I think
that is going to be the subject of a lot
of debate during his amendment.

There is no question that we can hold
these people to this contract; but I
think the question for this House is, is
it fair to hold to a contract under the
law as it was, an airport that did the
right thing, that said, we are going to
do what is necessary for public safety?

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, they entered into an
agreement fully knowing what that en-
tailed; and if the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi and I enter into an agreement
for me to buy his car, and I come back
and say, gee whiz, I paid too high a
price for that car; can the gentleman
cut it back? The gentleman would say,
wait a minute, you agreed to that
price. Pay me the price.

Mr. WICKER. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield further, I am not
sure that analogy is exactly correct.

I would just say this. The gentleman
is exactly right. We have the weight of
the Federal Government, and we can
hold them to that contract if we want
to. I do not think it is fair, and I think
that is what the majority of the com-
mittee was saying.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, it is fair because, in
the first place, that tower cannot qual-
ify for the tower program. It did not
meet the benefit-cost analysis. The air-
port authority knew it, and said, we
will build the tower, and you operate
it, Federal FAA; and that is what is at
issue.

For the future, going forward, I think
the underlying bill is appropriate, and
I told the gentleman that a year ago.

Mr. WICKER. Well, that is what we
will have the debate about on the Ober-
star amendment.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, it will
be on a high principle that will affect
all of future transportation issues
within the purview of this Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, can I
inquire of the Speaker how much time
is remaining on both sides.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
MCGOVERN) has 8 minutes remaining,
and the time of the gentlewoman from
Ohio (Ms. PRYCE) has expired.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the remaining time, and I think
I am going to close then.

Mr. Speaker, the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure has
a long history of working together to

produce bipartisan legislation. The
ranking member of the committee, the
ranking member of the Subcommittee
on Aviation, has only one problem with
an otherwise good bill. This bill in-
cludes a provision that is nothing less
than a government windfall for a small
number of airports. These airports
never expected, nor sought, Federal
funding for building these towers. In
fact, these airports explicitly agreed
not to seek Federal funds. This should
be a good bipartisan bill, and it still
can be if we enact the Oberstar amend-
ment.

So I would urge my colleagues to
support the rule, which is open; to sup-
port the Oberstar amendment and, if
the Oberstar amendment fails, I would
urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on the
final passage of this bill.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time
having been yielded, without objection,
the previous question is ordered on the
resolution.

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the resolution.
The question was taken; and the

Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
object to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 419, nays 0,
not voting 15, as follows:

[Roll No. 240]

YEAS—419

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Akin
Allen
Andrews
Armey
Baca
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonior
Bono
Boozman
Borski

Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Brown (SC)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson (IN)
Carson (OK)
Castle
Chabot
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cooksey
Costello
Coyne
Cramer

Crane
Crenshaw
Crowley
Cubin
Culberson
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge

Evans
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Ferguson
Filner
Flake
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Frank
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Graves
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Harman
Hart
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hyde
Inslee
Israel
Issa
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kennedy (RI)
Kerns
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kirk
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson

Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Lynch
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Mascara
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, Dan
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Miller, Jeff
Mink
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Osborne
Ose
Otter
Owens
Oxley
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pelosi
Pence
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula

Rehberg
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrock
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Souder
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sullivan
Sununu
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins (OK)
Watson (CA)
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
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Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson (NM)
Wilson (SC)

Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—15

Bonilla
Chambliss
Cox
Grucci
Hefley

Hilliard
Isakson
Kingston
Lewis (GA)
McInnis

Peterson (PA)
Roukema
Tanner
Traficant
Weiner

b 1233

Messrs. PAUL, BARTLETT of Mary-
land, and MOLLOHAN changed their
vote from ‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’

So the resolution was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
Stated for:
Mr. GRUCCI. Mr. Speaker, had I been

present, I would have voted in the affirmative
on rollcall No. 240, on H. Res. 447, the rule
providing for the consideration of H.R. 1979,
Airport Safety, Security and Air Service Im-
provement Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). Pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 447 and rule XVIII, the Chair de-
clares the House in the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union for consideration of the bill,
H.R. 1979.

b 1233

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved
itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1979) to
amend title 49, United States Code, to
provide assistance for the construction
of certain air traffic control towers,
with Mr. GIBBONS in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the

rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
Alaska (Mr. YOUNG) and the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. LIPINSKI) each will
control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG).

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

(Mr. YOUNG of Alaska asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, it is my intent to yield to the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. MICA),
subcommittee chairman, the balance of
my time after I make my opening
statement.

Mr. Chairman, we all know that safe-
ty is enhanced when air traffic control-
lers guide the planes through the skies
and onto the runway. However, many
smaller airports lack an air traffic con-
trol tower. As a result, passengers and
pilots do not benefit from the safety
enhancements provided by air traffic
controllers. Pilots are on their own, re-
sponsible for seeing and avoiding other
planes.

Currently, the FAA is responsible for
building the towers that house the con-

trollers. However, FAA facilities and
equipment budget is not large enough
to pay for the construction of towers at
many smaller airports. Yet many of
these smaller airports have commer-
cial passenger service or serve as a
very active general aviation airport.
These passengers and pilots are enti-
tled to the same level of safety as those
used in the larger airports.

Recognizing that FAA’s construction
budget is limited, many smaller air-
ports are willing to use their Airport
Improvement Program, AIP, grant
money to build the tower. However,
under current law, contract tower con-
struction is not listed as eligible for
funding under the AIP program.

This bill would change the law to
allow AIP money to build a new or re-
placement tower and to equip that
tower. The FAA could then contract
with a private company to actually op-
erate the tower. The FAA now con-
tracts with private companies to staff
towers at 217 airports in 46 States.

This contract tower program has
benefited from consistent bipartisan
backing in Congress. Its track record
at small airports shows that it im-
proves air safety, efficiency and secu-
rity; enhances regional airline service
in rural areas; provides significant sav-
ings to the FAA in air traffic control
costs; and increases economic produc-
tivity in smaller communities nation-
wide.

Further, the program’s track record
has been validated in several com-
prehensive audits by DOT’s Inspector
General and is endorsed by partici-
pating airports and aviation system
users.

Given the benefits and support for
the contract tower program, additional
actions to enhance it are warranted.
By opening up another source of fund-
ing for tower construction, this bill
will enhance the existing contract
tower program and increase safety at
small airports.

It does not cost the Federal Govern-
ment any additional money because
the AIP grant money is already pro-
vided for in AIR–21. The bill merely
gives the airport and the FAA another
purpose, tower construction, for which
this grant money can be used.

I urge my colleagues to support it.
Mr. Chairman, I yield the remainder

of my time to the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. MICA), the subcommittee
chairman, for the purposes of control.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. MICA)
will control the remainder of the time.

There was no objection.
Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
I rise today regarding H.R. 1979, the

Small Airport Safety, Security and Air
Service Improvement Act of 2002. As
noted by the previous speaker, the gen-
tleman from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG), the
distinguished chairman of the full com-
mittee, I also would like to com-
pliment at this time the chairman of
the subcommittee, the gentleman from

Florida (Mr. MICA), for the great co-
operation that I always receive and the
entire Democratic side receives from
him and his staff on all aviation mat-
ters.

As the gentleman from Alaska (Mr.
YOUNG) said, this measure allows small
airports to use Federal Airport Im-
provement Program funds to construct
and equip privately operated contract
towers. Under current law, these grants
cannot be used to construct airport
control towers not operated by FAA air
traffic controllers.

I, along with every other Democratic
member on the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure, am sup-
portive of the primary provisions of
H.R. 1979 to simply authorize the use of
Federal funds to support the building
of new towers. However, this measure
also includes a provision that retro-
actively reimburses towers that were
constructed under an express agree-
ment that the Federal Government
would pay the cost of staffing the tow-
ers but not the construction costs. I
want to run that by everyone once
again. Under this agreement, the Fed-
eral Government would pay the cost of
staffing the towers but not the con-
struction costs.

The gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
OBERSTAR), my colleague and the rank-
ing member of the full committee, is
going to offer an amendment that
would eliminate the provision for ret-
roactive reimbursement and keep the
funds available for new airport projects
to enhance safety and security. These
26 towers that have been built since
1996 cost on an average about $1.3 mil-
lion. Therefore, the retroactive reim-
bursement provision of H.R. 1979 pro-
vides about $30 million in funding for
work that has already been completed,
despite the fact that these airports
have hundreds of millions of dollars of
unmet safety and security needs.

By using their AIP entitlement
money, which is a maximum $150,000 a
year, these airports could be drained of
entitlement funds for almost a decade,
funds that should be used on safety, se-
curity and capacity enhancement im-
provement projects.

In addition, these 26 airports have
identified and requested from the Fed-
eral Aviation Administration a total of
$258 million in Federal funding for the
future AIP-eligible projects, including
AIP-eligible security projects needed in
the wake of September 11.

If H.R. 1979 is enacted and allowed,
retroactive reimbursement funds will
not be available for needed safety and
security projects. When we offered the
amendment to strike the retroactive
reimbursement provision in the com-
mittee, it was supported by all 34
Democratic members of the com-
mittee. If the provision for retroactive
reimbursement is stricken by the Ober-
star amendment, we will support the
bill.

I urge Members on both sides of the
aisle to pass a clean, fair bill, by sup-
porting the Oberstar amendment to
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strike the unfair retroactive reim-
bursement position.

I am also asking Members to oppose
any amendment that would weaken the
AIP program, which is intended to pay
for infrastructure costs, not operating
costs.

In closing, I would like to thank the
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBER-
STAR), the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
MICA), and the gentleman from Alaska
(Mr. YOUNG) for their work on this
measure. Hopefully, we can pass a
clean bill today with bipartisan sup-
port that rewards those airports that
play by the rules.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, let me just comment
in general on this legislation, and it is
noncontroversial for the most part. It
is legislation which will allow our
small airports to receive Federal
grants to build air traffic control tow-
ers. The construction of a control
tower at these small airports provides
important safety benefits, as control-
lers in the tower prevent planes from
running into one another. So there is
probably no more important use of
Federal funds or funds from the AIP
fund.

Many small airports have commer-
cial air service or are active for general
aviation facilities, but at some of these
airports there is today no air traffic
control tower. This means that there
are no air traffic control controllers to
guide planes safely through the sky or
along the runways. Pilots are on their
own, responsible for themselves and for
seeing and avoiding other planes.

Unlike larger airports across the
country where the FAA will build a
tower, smaller airports will only get a
tower if they build it themselves. Yet
many lack the resources to do so, and
that is why this legislation is impor-
tant. We change the law, we change the
rules, and we allow the Federal assist-
ance in that effort.

The Federal assistance will come en-
tirely from the Airport Improvement
Program, and the Airport Improvement
Program, AIP, is funded by taxes on
airline passenger and other aviation
users. No general taxpayer funds will
be used to support this program.

Currently, the AIP program is used
to pay for a variety of infrastructure
improvements at our airports.

b 1245

But air traffic control tower con-
struction, unfortunately, is not one of
them, despite the obvious safety bene-
fits provided by air traffic control.

This bill will allow primary pas-
senger airports to use their AIP enti-
tlements to build control towers. Gen-
eral aviation airports could use both
their AIP entitlements as well as their
AIP money allocated to the States for
this particular purpose. In addition,
limited reimbursement would be al-
lowed for airports that have taken the

initiative to build towers prior to the
date of enactment.

We believe that is a fairness issue.
The minority has an amendment that
will be heard in opposition, and we will
get into the details of our opposition to
the amendment they are proposing to
strike this particular reimbursement
provision.

This is a bill that will increase safety
at many of our smaller airports across
the country. It is entirely voluntary.
No airport is required to use their
grant money to build a tower, but for
those who want to use it, for those who
have made the improvement on a lim-
ited basis, it will provide important
safety benefits and Federal assistance
in making those improvements.

The bill was developed by the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infra-
structure in a bipartisan fashion and,
again, except for the reimbursement
issue, has broad bipartisan support,
and I want to thank the gentleman
from Mississippi (Mr. WICKER) for tak-
ing the initiative in introducing this
important legislation.

I would also like to express my ap-
preciation to the chairman of the com-
mittee, the gentleman from Alaska
(Mr. YOUNG), who worked closely with
the ranking member, the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), on the
issue. I would also like to thank the
ranking member of my subcommittee,
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. LIPIN-
SKI), for helping to move this legisla-
tion along.

I urge the passage of the legislation
without the Oberstar amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
PASCRELL).

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Chairman, I
want to thank the gentleman from Illi-
nois for yielding me this time, and I
rise in opposition to the legislation as
written, and I am in support of the
Oberstar amendment.

Mr. Chairman, this is an exception to
the usual bipartisanship that we usu-
ally have on the Subcommittee on
Aviation. I think the history proves
that. But H.R. 1979 allows small air-
ports to use their Airport Improvement
Program grant funds to build contract
towers.

Airports have signed contracts since
1996. These are contracts. Now what
those 27 airports want to do is have us
change the rules so that they become
eligible for construction funds. This is
pretty simple. The game is over, and
they want to change the rules.

I am a supporter of the contract tow-
ers program, as all of us are. The pro-
gram provides worthy safety benefits
to small communities and airports.
However, the element of this bill I
must rise to oppose is the use of the
AIP funds to repay airports that have
already built or contracted to build air
traffic control towers. When an airport
goes into contract with the Federal

Government and agrees to build a
tower, the terms of the agreement are
clearly stated. If you build a tower, we,
the Federal Government, will staff and
operate it. This legislation ignores the
agreement and changes it retro-
actively.

It is a mistake to use the sparse
money, the sparse resources that we do
have to provide reimbursement to air-
ports that built or equipped contract
towers. These airports knew full well
what was at stake when they agreed to
build the tower, Mr. Chairman. We had
a deal, and there is no logical reason
why either party should go back on
that deal right now. There should be no
reasonable expectation of reimburse-
ment.

AIP funds are short enough as it is
without funding previously constructed
towers. Safety, security, and capacity
enhancement improvements at these
airports would suffer by being unable
to access the AIP funds for possibly
several years.

A further problem with the reported
bill is that it does not require airports
seeking reimbursement to have com-
plied with all of the statutory and reg-
ulatory requirements that apply to an
AIP project. I do not think that is ac-
ceptable. If it is good for one, it is good
for all. If we are to change the rules,
change all the rules.

Under this flawed bill, there can be
reimbursement from the AIP for con-
struction that did not comply with six
Federal statutes, including the Fair
Labor Standards Act. This is not
chopped liver. This is important here.
The Fair Labor Standards Act was not
complied with. It is not fair that many
properly funded towers were built in
compliance with all Federal laws, but
those that were not can get a windfall
nonetheless.

Finally, in preparation of FAA reau-
thorization next year, the House must
not set a precedent for reimbursement
of airport projects. Passing this legisla-
tion is a slippery slope to reimbursing
projects in a host of categories. We
must focus Federal assistance through
the AIP on supporting future improve-
ments, not on the past.

Mr. Chairman, I ask my colleagues to
oppose this legislation and support the
Oberstar amendment.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. WELDON).

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing me this time. I rise in support of
the underlying legislation and in oppo-
sition to the amendment that will be
offered by the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. OBERSTAR) at a later time
in this debate.

This bill was originally introduced by
the gentleman from Mississippi (Mr.
WICKER). I think it is an outstanding
piece of legislation as drafted. It would
allow small airports to use their Air-
port Improvement Program, AIP, grant
money to build or equip an air traffic
control tower that would be operated
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under the FAA’s contract tower pro-
gram.

As everybody knows in America,
Florida is one of the most rapidly
growing States in the Nation, along
with many others, including Nevada,
Arizona, and Texas. In particular, in
the State of Florida, central Florida is
one of the more rapidly growing re-
gions in the State. I happen to have
two airports in my congressional dis-
trict that are experiencing a tremen-
dous increase in demand.

Having labored for years to try to get
funding through the routine system for
another air traffic control tower in an-
other city in my district, and I can just
say that one of them is the Titusville-
Cocoa area airport, and the other is the
airport in Kissimmee that we really
have problems with.

We have problems in the State of
Florida with building towers, replacing
old antiquated towers with new towers,
and I see this as a little bit of a light
at the end of the tunnel. I think it
needs to be approved out of the House.
I would strongly encourage, particu-
larly all my colleagues who are in rap-
idly growing areas, to oppose the Ober-
star amendment.

In particular, I want to say that this
really is, for me personally, about safe-
ty. We have a tremendous issue with
small planes mixing in with commer-
cial aircraft. We have had accidents in
my congressional district where people
have died. So I would highly encourage
a ‘‘no’’ on the Oberstar amendment and
support of the underlying legislation.

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO).

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

The base bill, H.R. 1979, Small Air-
port Safety, Security and Air Service
Improvement Act, is an excellent piece
of legislation. It will expand AIP eligi-
bility criteria to allow small airports
to construct and equip air traffic con-
trol towers and to participate then in
the contract tower program.

Now, if we stuck with current law,
the FAA might or might not fund some
of these projects. I have been trying to
get one funded in my district where
there is a strong need. It would be
many years before they could meet the
need because they have much more
pressing requirements on their avail-
ability of funds for the largest airports.
So an expansion, as envisioned in this
bill, is good.

In fact, for example, we heard earlier
about the issue of firefighting. I will
talk about in my district the airport
that now has had substantial recurring
growth which merits a contract tower
in Coos Bay-North Bend. Actually, a
few years ago, we had a tanker go
aground, and we were up to 300 oper-
ations a day between the Coast Guard
and other people who were involved in
that recovery operation. And so the
National Guard had to bring in a tem-
porary control tower. We could not
safely operate the airport.

Since that time, traffic has grown be-
cause of construction of two fabulous
new golf courses down in Bandon and
general growth of the community and
some improved commuter service to
Coos Bay-North Bend. So they very
much want to go ahead, but it is also a
community that suffers high unem-
ployment and does not have a tremen-
dous amount of available capital. So
this program will work well for them.
They can go ahead with the contract
tower. They can bond it by being able
to demonstrate that they will have the
cash flow to pay off the bonds.

The only dissident note here is the
retroactive reimbursement of commu-
nities who have already paid for tow-
ers. Now, I was a little confused by the
gentleman before me because he said
Members in rapidly growing areas
should oppose the Oberstar amend-
ment. No, actually, the opposite is
true. Members from rapidly growing
areas should support the Oberstar
amendment and support the overall
bill, because the Oberstar amendment
is about retroactively reimbursing
communities that have already paid for
contract towers.

And as we heard very eloquently, the
gentleman before me from New Jersey
explained how unfair this would be,
particularly in terms of normal Fed-
eral contracting process, capability
and eligibility of AIP funds, and a host
of other issues. And as I spoke earlier,
it is also a safety and security issue.

These airports that do not have now
and need to fund the tower, they have
already funded it, but do have pressing
security capacity and safety needs,
would be diverting those funds from
the security, safety and capacity to
retroactively reimburse themselves for
money that they never expected and, in
fact, signed a contract saying they
knew they would not be reimbursed
for.

We are changing the rules of the
game. If we are going to start doing
that with trust funds, whoa, we have a
lot of bridges that could use some re-
imbursement and a few other things I
would like to sell my colleagues here.

This is a very bad precedent. These
communities did not expect and do not
now need to be reimbursed. We should
not jeopardize the program or the bill
in that way, because I understand
there is substantial Senate opposition
to that provision. We should go forward
with the base bill, which will help rap-
idly growing communities, which will
help secure their air safety in the fu-
ture and help them move forward with
the contract tower program.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. KIRK).

Mr. KIRK. Mr. Chairman, I thank the
chairman for yielding me this time.

In February 2000, our Chicago area
lost one of our most beloved and char-
ismatic personalities. For years, Bob
Collins delighted listeners on the most
popular Chicago radio station, WGN.

An avid pilot, an aircraft expert, a
leading advocate of general aviation,

Bob was lost in a tragic midair colli-
sion near Waukegan Airport in my dis-
trict. Two others lost their lives in the
accident that resulted from inaccurate
and insufficient information available
to controllers at the airport.

Unfortunately, it took the death of a
prominent and much admired figure in
our community to wake up people to
the woeful state of technology at the
smaller general aviation airports. Wau-
kegan quickly acted to upgrade its fa-
cility and installed the terminal radar
display to dramatically reduce the risk
of repeating the tragedy. We did not in-
stall a new $2 million radar, we simply
added a $60,000 data port to bring the
radar data in from O’Hare. Such an im-
provement is appropriate for all air-
ports in the country, urban, suburban
and rural, and we do not seek reim-
bursement for this improvement.

This legislation is crucial to bringing
our aviation infrastructure into the
21st century. At a time when homeland
security is of paramount importance,
we have an opportunity to enhance our
ability to monitor our air traffic situa-
tions and to do so for airports that cur-
rently do not have this capability.
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We have to set aside parochialism,
and I urge Members to adopt this legis-
lation which will help new airports
gain this capability over ones that al-
ready have it.

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. LAMPSON).

Mr. LAMPSON. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Chairman, I want to raise my
concerns about H.R. 1979, and signal
my objections to the parts of it I be-
lieve should not be in the bill. I very
much associate my remarks with what
the gentleman from Oregon (Mr.
DEFAZIO) and several other speakers
said earlier.

As we have already heard, within the
bill exists a provision which retro-
actively reimburses 26 small airports
for building air traffic control towers.
H.R. 1979, without the aforementioned
provision, is a good bill. And if the pro-
vision is removed, I will be happy to
lend my support to passing that legis-
lation.

But by allowing these 26 airports to
qualify for that reimbursement, the
bill will significantly reduce the
amount of Federal airport improve-
ment funds that would be directed to-
wards airport security and safety im-
provements. That is precisely what has
happened to one of the airports within
my congressional district, the South-
east Texas Regional Airport.

We tried our best to play by the
rules. We took the time to go through
the system, to win the support, putting
off other priorities within our airport
needs, to wait for our turn to build the
air traffic control tower. We do indeed
have a number of security issues that
are facing us at that same airport.
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Following through with what this

bill is proposing right now would de-
plete the amounts available for signifi-
cant security improvements which re-
main a priority for this Congress and
this country. These 26 airports would
also be reimbursed without dem-
onstrating compliance with, as we have
heard, Federal labor and environ-
mental laws, including the Fair Labor
Standards Act and the National Envi-
ronmental Policy Act.

Mr. Chairman, why is it that some of
us have to follow those rules and oth-
ers apparently will not? That is not
right.

As we have focused on providing the
resources for airports to address the
gaping security concerns in the after-
math of September 11, we have been bi-
partisan in our approach. This is an
issue of security, and it does affect
every citizen of this country who steps
into an airport and onto an airplane. I
urge Members to consider the con-
sequences of shifting vital security
funds to reimburse those 26 airports
who chose to build their towers with-
out the promise of recouping these
funds.

We built ours with the assistance of
this government’s funding in southeast
Texas, but we put off other priorities
to allow it to happen. Allowing these 26
airports exemptions from current law
is bad policy, and will set a precedent
that will take us in the wrong direc-
tion.

I would hope that the House would
find the collective wisdom to strike
these provisions from the bill. I intend
to support the Oberstar amendment to
the bill; and if it carries, to support the
legislation which has been put forth.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Arkan-
sas (Mr. BOOZMAN), a member of the
subcommittee.

Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to commend the gentleman
from Mississippi (Mr. WICKER) and the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. MICA) for
introducing H.R. 1979. I also would also
like to state my sincere opposition to
the Oberstar amendment.

One of the airports in my district,
the Northwest Arkansas Regional Air-
port, otherwise known as XNA, would
be eligible under the reimbursement
provision to be reimbursed for their
AIP entitlement funds for a portion of
the costs they incurred when they built
and equipped the tower.

AIP entitlement funds are allocated
by law to these small airports. This is
money that the airports have a rate to
as a matter of the formula in the law
to be used for any eligible purpose.
Congress has wisely left the decision to
local authorities as to an individual
airport’s use of the entitlement funds,
and this provision simply gives local
authorities another option as they con-
template the range of safety, security
and capacity-enhancement needs at
their facility.

From my calculations, XNA would be
eligible to be reimbursed for roughly

$177,000, which was the cost of equip-
ping their tower. This may not seem to
be a large amount of money, but we
have experienced a 46 percent growth
in passengers over the past 5 years and
are the third-fastest-growing county in
the Nation, so $177,000 goes a long way
towards improving and expanding the
facility.

Although the tower at XNA is very
small, it adds an incredible level of
safety to the large volume of travelers,
including myself, who utilize the air-
port. In northwest Arkansas, there are
four airports located within a 30 mile
radius of each other. As I mentioned,
XNA is one of the fastest-growing air-
ports in the country. While most air-
ports experienced a detrimental decline
in passengers after September 11, XNA
continued to see a continued growth in
traffic. Just a few miles away from
XNA is the Rogers Airport, which is
the second-busiest airport in the State
in terms of flight operations. As Mem-
bers can tell, the air space over north-
west Arkansas is very crowded.

Mr. Chairman, the addition of con-
tract towers has improved safety in my
region exponentially because the tow-
ers allow the air traffic controllers to
monitor the air space and give pilots
the direction they need. If we do not
allow our airports to be reimbursed
from their entitlement funds, we will
be penalizing them for having the fore-
sight to invest in public safety. I urge
Members to vote against this amend-
ment.

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
COSTELLO).

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to H.R. 1979 in its current form un-
less the Oberstar amendment is adopt-
ed. H.R. 1979 would allow 26 airports to
be reimbursed, about $30 million for air
traffic control towers already con-
structed. These projects date back to
as far as 1996 and are projects that air-
ports agreed to fund with no expecta-
tion of being reimbursed by the Federal
Government. The agreement between
the Federal Government and the air-
ports was that if the airports funded
the construction of the towers that the
Federal Government would provide the
air traffic control services.

If this legislation passes in its cur-
rent form, it will remove $30 million
from the airport improvement program
fund, a fund which is already strained.
The AIP funds should be used to im-
prove safety and security for our air-
ports and not for reimbursing airports
for towers which have been previously
constructed.

Mr. Chairman, this legislation sets a
bad precedent and will open the door
for airport authorities to seek reim-
bursements for projects which are the
responsibility of the local airports. I
urge Members to support the Oberstar
amendment. If the Oberstar amend-

ment passes, I will support the legisla-
tion. If it fails, I urge Members to
strongly oppose and vote against H.R.
1979.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Mississippi (Mr. WICK-
ER), who is the author of the bill before
us.

Mr. WICKER. Mr. Chairman, it seems
that a number of Members from the
other side of the aisle have come to the
floor today and said, we oppose the bill
in its current form and will vote for it
only if the Oberstar amendment is ap-
proved.

I hope that we do not create the im-
pression here on the floor of the House
that this is strictly a partisan issue. I
certainly hope it is not, because I want
to thank the 21 Members of the House
who are Democrats who have cospon-
sored the bill in its current form with-
out the Oberstar amendment having
been adopted. I certainly hope we can
resist the Oberstar amendment and
pass the bill in its current committee-
approved form without adoption of the
Oberstar amendment.

If I might, Mr. Chairman, I would
like to quote from the minority views
of the committee with regard to this
bill. One portion of the minority views
that I would like to quote is, ‘‘We sup-
port the concept of making contract
air traffic control towers eligible for
Federal assistance under the Airport
Improvement Program.’’ Indeed, Mr.
Chairman, this has been said by Mem-
bers of the other side of the aisle ear-
lier today. It is a good idea to change
the law to allow this. As a matter of
fact, it has been stated by the leader-
ship of the committee that, but for this
small item of reimbursement, this
would be unanimous, it might even go
under suspension or unanimous con-
sent. We are all under agreement that
this change in the law should be made.

Further quoting from the minority
views, ‘‘While we applaud the airports
for their foresight and proactive steps
to enhance safety, Federal funding is
limited,’’ referring to those airports
who have taken the initiative, built
the control towers, and are now saying
treat us by the same rules being cre-
ated today and allow us to use our en-
titlement of AIP for this purpose also.

The minority Members seem to be
saying you did the right thing, you en-
hanced safety, and you are to be com-
mended. However, we are not going to
allow airports the opportunity to use
their AIP money for this purpose.

Now the minority makes the point
that Federal funding is limited, but I
would strongly make this point: AIP
money is an entitlement. It is a set
amount, and we are not increasing or
decreasing that in this bill. We are sim-
ply adding an allowed type of usage of
the AIP money. So what we have this
year and what we are seeing today is
the government, the big Federal Gov-
ernment, coming in in the form of an
action by the House of Representa-
tives, and we hope by the other body
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later on, and saying that, yes, we all
agree, it is a good idea to change the
purposes of the AIP and to add this ad-
ditional usage of contract control tow-
ers. We are almost unanimous in doing
so.

Yet, Mr. Chairman, there are airports
who just got finished building their
own contract towers, and they come in
and say we did the right thing, Mr.
Congressman. We took the initiative.
We acted in a proactive manner; and
they say, in effect, we hope we will not
be penalized and hope to take some of
that AIP money, if we so choose, and
retire our bonded indebtedness.
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I think the majority of the sub-
committee and the majority of the
committee saw it that way, and I be-
lieve a majority of this House will see
it that way, too. This is money that
the airports are entitled to use any-
way. We are simply saying, yes, thank
you for being proactive and enhancing
safety.

People will say, well, you’ve got a
contract. Well, the contract was signed
because that is what the law said at
that point. I would almost make the
point, Mr. Chairman, that that con-
tract was signed under duress. But we
are saying as a Congress today, we can
change the law, and we are saying on
both sides of the aisle, we ought to
change the law. We should change it. It
is a good idea. It simply comes down to
a question of fairness. We do not have
to pass this bill today, Mr. Chairman.
We certainly can hold these airports to
this contract they signed under the old
law. We can do it. The question is, is it
egregious to let them out of their con-
tract as my friend from Minnesota has
said? Or is it fair to let them out of
this; having changed the rules for ev-
eryone else in the country, for this lit-
tle handful of airports, is it fair to hold
them to that contract made under du-
ress? I think most of the Members of
this House today will say no, it is not
fair. They will say that the committee
version is correct, and they will resist
voting for the Oberstar amendment.

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

In regards to some of the things that
the previous speaker had to say, first
of all, we do change the law around
here quite often, but we change the law
for the future; very, very rarely, if
ever, for the past to the best of my
knowledge. Here, unfortunately, a por-
tion of this bill is changing the law for
the past.

The previous speaker also said that
we were just being fair to these air-
ports. What about the other airports
that would have gone ahead and built
these towers if they knew that 5, 6, 7
years down the line, they were going to
get reimbursed for those towers? I do
not believe that is very fair to them.

Getting back to the airports who are
going to be reimbursed because of a
portion of this bill, remember, they
only receive $150,000 a year for AIP

funds. If we pass this bill in its present
form, they are going to take 7 or 8
years of AIP money paying for this
tower. The same group of airports have
asked for $258 million for safety and se-
curity in the future. It is going to be
almost a decade before they get around
to getting any money through the AIP
program, unless you are planning on
increasing the budget in the near fu-
ture to see to it that they also receive
moneys from the AIP fund for other
things they are going to do in the fu-
ture.

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR).

Mr. OBERSTAR. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, I listened attentively
to the gentleman from Mississippi, who
is a very congenial, a very thoughtful
gentleman with whom I had extensive
discussions a year ago about this bill
prior to his introduction of the legisla-
tion. I pointed out to him my reserva-
tions then. I pointed out the concerns
about reimbursement to airports for
towers built under conditions where
the tower did not comply with FAA
cost-benefit requirements. I said, ‘‘I am
fully willing to support the forward-
looking part of this bill, because I
think we ought to do this, but I can’t
have a reachback provision. It is just
not good national policy.’’

And this is not partisan, I say to the
gentleman. This is a matter of prin-
ciple. Is it a penalty for an airport au-
thority to ask that authority to live up
to an agreement they signed, eyes wide
open? Is it likewise fair to other air-
ports who complied with the law, who
met the benefit-cost analysis, who
complied with all the provisions, some
of which are excluded from these reim-
bursement airports under this lan-
guage, complied with all the provisions
of law, to come back and say to a se-
lect group of airports, no, you can be
reimbursed without having to comply
with the full range of Federal law and
without having to meet the cost-ben-
efit analysis? In fact, there are at least
five of these airports that under no
stretch of the imagination can meet
the benefit-cost analysis.

Furthermore, the argument has been
made time and again, these are entitle-
ment funds for these airports. Well,
they did not exist prior to AIR–21 as
entitlement for each airport. When I
was chair of the Subcommittee on
Aviation in 1990 and we crafted the pas-
senger facility charge, I insisted that
for the major airports that would im-
pose a PFC, half of their entitlement
dollar would go into a special fund
dedicated for small airports, for air-
ports at the end of the spokes in the
hub and spoke aviation system. Those
dollars substantially improved the
ability of small airports to build run-
ways, taxiways, lighting, safety en-
hancements, security enhancements.
Then we came to the AIR–21 legislation
and said, ‘‘Let’s take it a step further.
Let’s assure there is an entitlement.’’

That entitlement money, available
to small airports, is not money the air-
port collected or generated in any way.
These are dollars from the Airport Im-
provement Program derived from the
Aviation Trust Fund, which is derived
from the ticket tax and from a host of
other taxes, on aviation fuel, et cetera,
that go into the Airport Trust Fund.
Well, that is a national program. Taxes
are imposed on all aviation users.
These are not revenues generated by
that airport to which they have a
claim. These are funds that are distrib-
uted under a formula the Congress has
written that the FAA carries out and,
therefore, projects and expenses that
are approved under FAA rules, guide-
lines, that are derived from Federal
law. If we change that, then you have
two classes of small airports: One that
got an entitlement and that followed
by the rules, another one that gets re-
imbursed for not complying with the
law and the rules.

The law places limits on the use of
entitlement funds by each airport.
Those entitlement funds can be used
only for projects that are eligible under
the law. This is all about playing by
the rules. It does not rub my heart to
pain that an airport said, goodness,
with our eyes wide open we signed this
agreement. We wanted this tower so
badly that we were willing to build the
tower, and you, FAA, will operate that
tower, but now come a few years later,
now reimburse us for that expenditure.
That is just wrong. That is just simply
wrong.

Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman from
Mississippi went out in front of his
home and paved a section of street and
improved that street and then went to
the city council in his hometown and
said, ‘‘Look what an improvement I
made. It is safer. No one is going to
have an accident. Reimburse me for my
cost,’’ they would not give him a dime.
I do not think the gentleman would do
that. He would not ask them to do
that. But that is the analogy to what is
being proposed in this legislation.

In short, this is a national program
to fund airport development in the na-
tional interest. It is not designed to
provide free capital to airports to use
as they see fit; rather, to comply with
a body of rules under which everybody
plays. In the future we have got a good
program, but reaching back is a bad
idea.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Kansas (Mr. MORAN).

Mr. MORAN of Kansas. Mr. Chair-
man, I am pleased to be here again
today in support of the contract tower
program. It is a program created that
has lots of benefits for the American
traveling public, and certainly those
who fly in and out of, commercially,
our smallest airports across the coun-
try, as well as general aviation and
their use of those airports.

I am here today in support of the bill
as it was approved by our Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure
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without additional amendments today.
It is important to me that this legisla-
tion move forward and that we send a
strong message of support for our con-
tract tower program.

There has been a lot of debate this
morning as we discussed the rule, this
afternoon as we discuss the bill, and I
assume yet later today as we discuss
the gentleman from Minnesota’s
amendment about whether or not we
ought to allow airports who have al-
ready built contract towers prior to
the passage of AIR–21 to access the dol-
lars that are already coming their way,
to spend those dollars on a previously
built contract tower. Again, I would re-
iterate that this is an entitlement pro-
gram. Those airports are receiving a
fixed number of dollars. And this legis-
lation for those communities that pre-
viously built the contract tower are
simply deciding, we would choose to
use our dollars, I guess they are Fed-
eral tax dollars, not necessarily dollars
raised in our own community, but the
dollars for which we are entitled under
this program, we are making the
choice that we will use those dollars
for repaying ourselves for doing some-
thing that we should have done. I do
not know how many communities will
use that.

The gentleman from Illinois today
has indicated about the priority of se-
curity, and clearly Congress has fo-
cused on that issue. We have not ad-
dressed the issue of how we are going
to pay for all the mandates we are cre-
ating on airports across the country to
meet security needs, but the reality is
that this is a high-priority issue, one
that our folks can decide locally. If the
belief is that we ought not retro-
actively allow airports to utilize these
dollars because the highest priority is
to pay for security, then that means we
ought not be supportive of the bill in
its entirety. We are saying that they
otherwise have the choice of choosing
between meeting the security needs,
the mandates, and paying for them out
of their entitlement dollars. That is
what this legislation is all about. And
we are saying that is okay. If you are
going to build your contract tower
today, you can make the decision that
security takes second priority to the
contract tower. But if you made a deci-
sion previously that the contract tower
was important to you, then we suggest
that you should decide that security is
a higher priority.

To suggest that the mechanism in
place would create a problem in paying
for security, that may be true of the
entire bill. The concern that is raised
here on the floor is one that I think is
general not just to this issue of wheth-
er or not you ought to go back. I hope
we do not lose sight that, again, we are
not taking dollars from anybody else’s
airport. We are taking dollars that
that airport is entitled to, and we are
allowing them to make a decision at
that local level as to what their high-
est priority is for paying.

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. SANDLIN).

Mr. SANDLIN. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today con-
cerning H.R. 1979 and in support of the
Oberstar-Lipinski amendment which
will strike an improper and egregious
provision in an otherwise good bill.

This amendment addresses funda-
mental questions of fairness in allo-
cating scarce resources. This is an
issue of national security. Do we allo-
cate funds for national security? Or,
rather, do we use these limited funds to
reimburse private airports for control
towers that have already been built?

In today’s climate, are we not obli-
gated to anticipate and fund present
and future needs first? The Aviation
Trust Fund, which collects revenues
from a variety of sources, provides the
dollars for airport improvement pro-
grams, the main source of Federal aid
to airports. The trust fund is being
quickly depleted at a time of increased
demand. AIP funding is a finite re-
source, and the Federal Government
places restrictions on its use to maxi-
mize safety and security. It is not a re-
imbursement fund for private airports.

Allowing private airports that have
already constructed towers to be reim-
bursed is a poor use of limited AIP
funds. Decisions to build these towers
were made at a local level without the
expectation of a Federal commitment
to the project. In fact, it was clear that
there would be no such Federal partici-
pation. And as we say in Texas, a deal
is a deal.

Time and time again, our friends in
the majority tell us we have to do more
with less. We do not have sufficient
AIP funds for all the worthy projects
across the country. We should not re-
imburse a handful of private airports
who clearly did not need Federal as-
sistance in the first place to lay claim
to a limited amount of security dollars.
This provision is estimated to cost $30
million. That is $30 million not avail-
able to a new and unmet need.

What airport security project will go
unfunded? Which Member wants to see
a critical safety improvement delayed
because the funds are going to reim-
burse a few select airports?

b 1330

Mr. Chairman, our aviation infra-
structure needs are great and will con-
tinue to grow. We cannot let any funds
be spent that do not add to the future
of the system, but merely pass for past
improvements.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 4 minutes to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
HAYES), also a member of the Sub-
committee on Aviation and our vice
chair of that subcommittee.

(Mr. HAYES asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HAYES. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in opposition to the amendment

of my friend the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), and I rise to
take a counterposition from my friend
the gentleman from Texas. The issue
here is safety. The issue is safety as
well as security.

As an example, Concord Regional
Airport in my district will lose if this
amendment passes, but that is not the
issue. The issue is not losing potential
funding alone. The real issue is they
will lose their ability to address vital
safety needs.

The two key components of this bill
are increased safety and flexibility for
local concerns. The number one con-
cern of any aviator and the public is
safety. The presence of air traffic con-
trol towers, where appropriate, staffed
by competent professionals, greatly in-
creases safety for the flying public,
whether commercial or general avia-
tion.

Concord Regional is the fourth busi-
est airport in North Carolina. Local
leaders in Concord had the vision to ad-
dress safety concerns before an acci-
dent occurred, and that is what we are
talking about here. We have a clear
choice: Either we can say to our local
governments and leaders, we are going
to reward you for thinking ahead,
thinking out into the future and ad-
dressing vital safety needs of the flying
public and the public who are on the
ground; or we are going to punish you
for doing the things that make sense,
for using common sense.

I know it is contrary to Washington
thinking, but common sense provides
that these forward-thinking leaders,
wherever they might be, have provided
for vital safety concerns, and that is
important to America, along with secu-
rity.

Many of the airports that will be eli-
gible under this legislation are located
near metropolitan areas. Without guid-
ance from air traffic controllers, pilots
are solely responsible for locating and
avoiding other aircraft. In the past, a
lack of control from towers has often
been a major contributing factor in air-
to-air collisions, even over residential
areas, with damage to ground struc-
tures and threat to human lives.

The Congress should not penalize air-
ports for taking positive steps to in-
crease safety. These airports built tow-
ers to make their operators more effi-
cient and to avoid the dangers associ-
ated with congested airspace.

Contrary to what has been reported
here today, reimbursement of AIP
funds for contract towers will not take
money away from needed security im-
provements at airports. In fact, this
bill will allow airports to prioritize
their safety and security improvements
and fund the most significant needs.

Funds for reimbursement would come
only from entitlement funds, not dis-
cretionary spending. Under this bill,
airports may not apply for discre-
tionary funds to build, equip or reim-
burse themselves for contract control
towers.

In the end we must let local airports,
not bureaucrats in Washington, decide
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how to best utilize the limited entitle-
ment funds from the Airport Improve-
ment Program. I am confident the Ad-
ministrator at Concord Regional Air-
port will fund wisely the safety and se-
curity needs and concerns of that air-
port and the flying public.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to oppose the Oberstar amendment.

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The gentleman is recognized
for 1 minute.

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chairman, there
was a speaker up here not too long ago
who said something to the effect if we
are not going to do this or not going to
do that, if we are going to pass the
Oberstar amendment, maybe we should
not pass any bill at all. Well, probably
the wisest thing in regard to this par-
ticular situation would have been to
wait until next year when we reauthor-
ize the Aviation Trust Fund. Then we
could have dealt with many, many of
the concerns that have been raised here
on the floor not only by our side, but
also by the other side.

But getting back to the Oberstar
amendment, first of all, we have a
signed contract, a legal document, say-
ing that we are going to a build a tower
if you will staff it for us. No one was
blindsided. These small airports agreed
to that, beyond a shadow of a doubt.
They had to sign a contract to that ef-
fect. They did so. They moved ahead,
built a tower, and the Federal Govern-
ment has been staffing it with contract
controllers.

Support the Oberstar amendment.
Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-

self the balance of my time.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The

gentleman is recognized for 4 minutes.
Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, we are

winding up the general debate on this
bill, and it is a good bill. It is a good
bill in its present form, and the present
form allows for fairness.

We have heard some things said by
the other side in opposition to the cur-
rent form of this legislation, and most
of it deals with the question of reim-
bursement.

First of all, one must understand
that there are some people in Congress
who think that Washington knows
best, that Washington must dictate ex-
actly what every local government,
every local entity, should do.

Now, we are talking about funds here
that these communities and airports
would be entitled to, and we set certain
parameters. We have set certain pa-
rameters in the past as to what
projects would be eligible. Towers were
not eligible.

We are today, with the passage of
this legislation, changing those rules.
We told them in the past, you build a
tower, and we will man the tower. At
that time you could not use AIP funds
for construction of those towers. We
are changing that rule now. No, I do
not want to participate in ‘‘gotcha’’
legislation. This is not fair. It is just a
question of fairness.

There are 22 airports that could ben-
efit from the reimbursement provision.
There are 48 airports that will benefit
by us changing the rule and allowing
AIP funds to be used for construction
of towers. We today are changing the
rule.

This question about $30 million that
is going to be somehow wasted or given
away unfairly, blah, blah, blah, they
are going to get that money anyway.
They are entitled to that money. The
question is, what can they use it on? If
they have already made the safety im-
provement, why should we penalize
them? It is not fair.

It was said by the other side that
someone is going to get a windfall. No
one is getting a windfall. They are
going to get those funds anyway. It is
an entitlement. But Washington does
not always know best.

You heard them say they signed a
contract with their eyes wide open.
Yes, they signed the agreement, but
that was the terms of how you could
use the money then, and we are chang-
ing the rules now as to how you can use
the money.

So is it fair to shaft 22 who have
taken the initiative and acted? They
can decide how they want to spend that
money in the future. If they want to
spend it on a safety improvement they
made in the past, which we are allow-
ing these 48 others to benefit by, why
not?

Come on. As we heard the other side
say, this is a matter of principle. Yes,
it is a matter of principle. It is a mat-
ter of Washington knowing best, Wash-
ington dictating to these local govern-
ments. And we heard the pleas. We
heard the pleas from the small commu-
nities. We heard the pleas from the
gentleman from Illinois and the trag-
edy that occurred and the steps that
were taken by his communities. We
heard the pleas from the gentleman
from Arkansas. We heard the pleas
from the gentleman from Montana
with the fire situation, the need for air
traffic control.

Why should these people be penalized
in a ‘‘gotcha’’ approach? It is not fair.
This is a question of fairness. Pass the
legislation as it is currently formu-
lated, and let us vote down, when we
get to it, the Oberstar amendment,
which is, in fact, a matter of principle.

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in support of H.R. 1979, the ‘‘Airport
Safety, Security, and Air Service Improvement
Act.’’

Supporting this legislation should be intuitive
to anyone who cares the slightest bit about air
safety. General aviation makes up an ever-
growing percentage of all flight travel, and it
relies heavily on small airports. It is vital these
smaller airports are safe and useable, in order
for them to help relieve the heavy workload of
the larger airports, including Hartsfield Inter-
national in Atlanta. It is imperative as much of
the general aviation as possible be able to use
alternate airports.

In order to ensure these smaller airports are
safe and operable, they depend on Airport Im-
provement Program (AIP) grants. The intent of

the AIP grants is to assist small airports with
safety-related projects that support aircraft op-
erations, such as runways and taxiways. As
what can only be described as an oversight,
AIP funds are currently prohibited from being
used to build control towers. Obviously, a con-
trol tower is equipment that is necessary to
ensure safe operating conditions.

This legislation merely allows these small
airports to utilize the AIP money already ap-
propriated, to also construct control towers. It
does not cost anything more to the taxpayers,
and mandates nothing to the airports. It simply
gives them more flexibility to use the money
as they see fit. This should be anything but
controversial.

However, apparently some of our friends on
the other side of the aisle seem to have prob-
lems with this bill, apparently concluding that
although airports should be able to use AIP
funding to construct new towers, they want to
prevent airports which have recently con-
structed or modified a control tower for safety
reasons, from utilizing these funds retro-
actively via reimbursement.

I ask my colleagues on the other side of the
isle, if these towers are necessary safety
measures now, were they not necessary a
month ago? A year ago? Gwinnett County,
GA, believed it necessary to update its control
tower at Briscoe Field recently. Opponents of
this provision today would argue Gwinnett
County should not be reimbursed for its ex-
penditure. Apparently, they feel having oper-
ational control towers was not a safety con-
cern before today, but suddenly and magically
now it is. The work was done at Briscoe Field
because it was vital to the safety interests of
air-traffic in North Georgia. Briscoe, and the
other twenty-five airports across the country
which have done likewise, should be able to
use AIP money for their tower projects.

I urge you to vote ‘‘no’’ on any amendment
eliminating the reimbursement provision of this
bill and to vote ‘‘aye’’ on H.R. 1979.

Mrs. CUBIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in
support of the Small Airport Safety, Security,
and Air Service Improvement Act. Safety and
Security, we hear these words a lot now—and
we should, we are fighting a war and working
to protect the home front. This is a fact that ef-
fects all legislation every day. In fact, every
appropriations bill we debate this year will be
focused on winning the war and providing re-
sources to those defending America. That
means some difficult decisions for us in Con-
gress. This bill, however, is not a difficult deci-
sion, it’s actually quite simple. If common
sense prevails and we enact H.R. 1979, we
will provide improved flexibility to those air-
ports that receive Airport Improvement Pro-
gram funds (AIP).

I’m one who believes in local control and
flexibility. Every time Congress has embraced
that concept we have seen a success story. In
this case, H.R. 1979 says that in addition to
other AIP-approved projects, AIP funds can
now be used for a control tower. It seems
pretty simple to me, we’re giving the airports
AIP money based on a formula anyway, so
why not let them use the money in the manner
that best serves their needs? But some have
expressed concern that airports can’t be trust-
ed to spend their money properly. Some must
believe that landing a plane safely isn’t an im-
portant component of airport operation. How-
ever, I can assure all of those who oppose
this bill that the funds will be used properly,
and spent on airport safety priorities.

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 00:40 Jun 21, 2002 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00020 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 9920 E:\CR\FM\K20JN7.047 pfrm12 PsN: H20PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H3743June 20, 2002
Actually, the real sticking point on H.R. 1979

is the retroactive provision. As drafted, this bill
will allow airports that have built a tower since
1996 to be reimbursed for those funds up to
about one million dollars. That’s seems like a
lot of money to folks in Wyoming, but in the
scope of the AIP budget, it’s by no means out
of line. In fact it recognizes that there are
proactive airports that have built a tower to in-
crease the safety of local aviation. This provi-
sion will ensure that leaders in aviation safety
will not be penalized for their investment in air-
port infrastructure.

Now some will say we can’t afford this, or
that it will take away from other priorities. I
can’t disagree more. AIP funds are determined
using a formula, and we are not debating that
allocation. We are simply considering what
other uses will be allowable uses of AIP funds
for improving the safety of an airport.

This debate should be about local control,
not Congressional control. It reminds me a lit-
tle about the class size debate in the Edu-
cation bill. So many people wanted to des-
ignate funds for class size reduction, but not
allow any flexibility for those funds if a school
already has small classes. Shouldn’t those
schools be allowed to build important facilities
if they have met the class size standard? We
have small classes in Wyoming, we also have
airports that plan properly and that can be
trusted to use their AIP funds appropriately. I
encourage passage of the bill as drafted, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. All
time for general debate has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the committee
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute printed in the bill shall be con-
sidered by sections as an original bill
for the purpose of amendment and each
section is considered read.

During consideration of the bill for
amendment, the Chair may accord pri-
ority in recognition to a Member offer-
ing an amendment that he has printed
in the designated place in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD. Those amendments
will be considered read.

The Clerk will designate section 1.
The text of section 1 is as follows:
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Small Airport
Safety, Security, and Air Service Improvement
Act of 2002’’.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Are
there any amendments to section 1?

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I ask unan-
imous consent that the remainder of
the committee amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute be printed in the
RECORD and open to amendment at any
point.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Florida?

There was no objection.
The text of the remainder of the com-

mittee amendment in the nature of a
substitute is as follows:
SEC. 2. INCLUSION OF TOWERS IN AIRPORT DE-

VELOPMENT.
Section 47102(3) of title 49, United States Code,

is amended by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(M) constructing an air traffic control tower

or acquiring and installing air traffic control,

communications, and related equipment at an
air traffic control tower under the terms speci-
fied in section 47124(b)(4).’’.
SEC. 3. CONSTRUCTION OF AIR TRAFFIC CON-

TROL TOWERS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 47124(b)(4) of title

49, United States Code, is amended to read as
follows:

‘‘(4) CONSTRUCTION OF AIR TRAFFIC CONTROL
TOWERS.—

‘‘(A) GRANTS.—The Secretary may provide
grants to a sponsor of—

‘‘(i) a primary airport—
‘‘(I) from amounts made available under sec-

tions 47114(c)(1) and 47114(c)(2) for the construc-
tion or improvement of a nonapproach control
tower, as defined by the Secretary, and for the
acquisition and installation of air traffic con-
trol, communications, and related equipment to
be used in that tower;

‘‘(II) from amounts made available under sec-
tions 47114(c)(1) and 47114(c)(2) for reimburse-
ment for the cost of construction or improvement
of a nonapproach control tower, as defined by
the Secretary, incurred after October 1, 1996, if
the sponsor complied with the requirements of
sections 47107(e), 47112(b), and 47112(c) in con-
structing or improving that tower; and

‘‘(III) from amounts made available under sec-
tions 47114(c)(1) and 47114(c)(2) for reimburse-
ment for the cost of acquiring and installing in
that tower air traffic control, communications,
and related equipment that was acquired or in-
stalled after October 1, 1996; and

‘‘(ii) a public-use airport that is not a primary
airport—

‘‘(I) from amounts made available under sec-
tions 47114(c)(2) and 47114(d) for the construc-
tion or improvement of a nonapproach control
tower, as defined by the Secretary, and for the
acquisition and installation of air traffic con-
trol, communications, and related equipment to
be used in that tower;

‘‘(II) from amounts made available under sec-
tions 47114(c)(2) and 47114(d)(3)(A) for reim-
bursement for the cost of construction or im-
provement of a nonapproach control tower, as
defined by the Secretary, incurred after October
1, 1996, if the sponsor complied with the require-
ments of sections 47107(e), 47112(b), and 47112(c)
in constructing or improving that tower; and

‘‘(III) from amounts made available under sec-
tions 47114(c)(2) and 47114(d)(3)(A) for reim-
bursement for the cost of acquiring and install-
ing in that tower air traffic control, communica-
tions, and related equipment that was acquired
or installed after October 1, 1996.

‘‘(B) ELIGIBILITY.—An airport sponsor shall
be eligible for a grant under this paragraph only
if—

‘‘(i)(I) the sponsor is a participant in the Fed-
eral Aviation Administration contract tower
program established under subsection (a) and
continued under paragraph (1) or the pilot pro-
gram established under paragraph (3); or

‘‘(II) construction of a nonapproach control
tower would qualify the sponsor to be eligible to
participate in such program;

‘‘(ii) the sponsor certifies that it will pay not
less than 10 percent of the cost of the activities
for which the sponsor is receiving assistance
under this paragraph;

‘‘(iii) the Secretary affirmatively accepts the
proposed contract tower into a contract tower
program under this section and certifies that the
Secretary will seek future appropriations to pay
the Federal Aviation Administration’s cost of
the contract to operate the tower to be con-
structed under this paragraph;

‘‘(iv) the sponsor certifies that it will pay its
share of the cost of the contract to operate the
tower to be constructed under this paragraph;
and

‘‘(v) in the case of a tower to be constructed
under this paragraph from amounts made avail-
able under section 47114(d)(2) or 47114(d)(3)(B),
the Secretary certifies that—

‘‘(I) the Federal Aviation Administration has
consulted the State within the borders of which

the tower is to be constructed and the State sup-
ports the construction of the tower as part of its
State airport capital plan; and

‘‘(II) the selection of the tower for funding is
based on objective criteria, giving no weight to
any congressional committee report, joint ex-
planatory statement of a conference committee,
or statutory designation.

‘‘(C) LIMITATION ON FEDERAL SHARE.—The
Federal share of the cost of construction of a
nonapproach control tower under this para-
graph may not exceed $1,100,000.’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section
47124(b) of such title is amended—

(1) in paragraph (3)(A) by striking ‘‘Level I
air traffic control towers, as defined by the Sec-
retary,’’ and inserting ‘‘nonapproach control
towers, as defined by the Secretary,’’; and

(2) in paragraph (3)(E) by striking ‘‘Subject to
paragraph (4)(D), of’’ and inserting ‘‘Of’’.

(c) SAVINGS CLAUSE.—Notwithstanding the
amendments made by this section, the 2 towers
for which assistance is being provided on the
day before the date of enactment of this Act
under section 47124(b)(4) of title 49, United
States Code, as in effect on such day, may con-
tinue to be provided such assistance under the
terms of such section.
SEC. 4. NONAPPROACH CONTROL TOWERS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of the
Federal Aviation Administration may enter into
a lease agreement or contract agreement with a
private entity to provide for construction and
operation of a nonapproach control tower as de-
fined by the Secretary of Transportation.

(b) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—An agreement
entered into under this section—

(1) shall be negotiated under such procedures
as the Administrator considers necessary to en-
sure the integrity of the selection process, the
safety of air travel, and to protect the interests
of the United States;

(2) may provide a lease option to the United
States, to be exercised at the discretion of the
Administrator, to occupy any general-purpose
space in a facility covered by the agreement;

(3) shall not require, unless specifically deter-
mined otherwise by the Administrator, Federal
ownership of a facility covered under the agree-
ment after the expiration of the agreement;

(4) shall describe the consideration, duties,
and responsibilities for which the United States
and the private entity are responsible;

(5) shall provide that the United Sates will not
be liable for any action, debt, or liability of any
entity created by the agreement;

(6) shall provide that the private entity may
not execute any instrument or document cre-
ating or evidencing any indebtedness with re-
spect to a facility covered by the agreement un-
less such instrument or document specifically
disclaims any liability of the United States
under the instrument or document; and

(7) shall include such other terms and condi-
tions as the Administrator considers appro-
priate.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. OBERSTAR

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. OBERSTAR:
Page 3, strike line 3 and all that follows

through line 13 on page 5 and insert the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(A) GRANTS.—The Secretary may provide
grants to a sponsor of—

‘‘(i) a primary airport from amounts made
available under sections 47114(c)(1) and
47114(c)(2); and

‘‘(ii) a public-use airport that is not a pri-
mary airport from amounts made available
under sections 47114(c)(2) and 47114(d),

for the construction or improvement of a
nonapproach control tower, as defined by the
Secretary, and for the acquisition and instal-
lation of air traffic control, communica-
tions, and related equipment to be used in
that tower.
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Mr. OBERSTAR (during the reading).

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Minnesota?

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The

gentleman is recognized for 5 minutes
on his amendment.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to be an accorded
an additional 5 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Minnesota?

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The

gentleman from Minnesota is recog-
nized for 10 minutes.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I lis-
tened again with great attention to the
distinguished chairman of the sub-
committee, who made a very compas-
sionate, or passionate, argument, com-
passionate for those 20 airports who are
going to be windfall beneficiaries.

This idea that airports that built the
contract towers are rewarded for
thinking ahead by this amendment is
just not right.

I heard another appeal to common
sense, but is it common sense to vitiate
common law? Common law says you
made an agreement, which is a con-
tract. Live by it. That is all we are say-
ing.

They built the tower. They received
an enormous benefit from the FAA to
the tune of an average $350,000 a year in
air traffic control services provided by
the FAA at that tower. Other airports
did not take a flying leap and build a
tower and then hope that someday in
the future, some future Congress would
come back and benefit them.

In addition, while these towers may
have been indeed built for safety pur-
poses, they were all built with the very
clear purpose of economic benefits for
the communities. They need not be
double-imbursed by having the ability
to be compensated for something they
did at a time when they knew they
would not be compensated for it.

These are scarce dollars, AIP dollars,
very limited amounts of money. They
have to be very carefully managed. We
criticize the FAA when they badly
manage those dollars, and we ought
not to engage in further mismanage-
ment on this House floor by allowing
the reach-back provision to cover the
cost of towers previously built under
terms and conditions that, in many
cases, do not comply with the benefit-
cost analysis required by FAA rules of
contract towers.

The gentleman from Illinois (Mr. LI-
PINSKI) has already said the 26 airports
to be covered by this provision have al-
ready requested funds totaling in ex-
cess of $252 million in Federal funding
for future AIP-eligible projects under
the NIPIAS. They have requested $6.3
million for security projects, access
control, fencing, vehicles, infrared

cameras, closed circuit monitors, blast
analyses, berm construction, safety en-
hancements for lighting, deicing, snow
removal and weather reporting, and ca-
pacity projects such as runway exten-
sions, taxiways, apron extensions,
cargo and general aviation taxiways.
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These airports get $150,000 a year
under the AIR–21 legislation we passed
just 2 years ago, and I supported initi-
ating the idea of special funding for
smaller airports in our era of hub-and-
spoke aviation systems. In the con-
tract to our program, and remember,
that was started in the aftermath of
the air traffic controller strike in 1981
when there was a need to increase safe-
ty in the system, the contract tower
program provides for air traffic control
services only. Tower construction is
outside the scope of the program for
those who participate who did not have
approval from the FAA. Once they are
accepted into the contract tower pro-
gram, those airports signed a contract
airport traffic control tower operating
agreement that says specifically, ‘‘In
consideration of air traffic control
service being provided to the airport
sponsored by the government, the air-
port sponsor agrees to the following
terms and conditions at no cost to the
government. The airport sponsor shall
provide an air traffic control tower
structure meeting all applicable State
and local standards.’’

How can it be more clear than that?
They signed an agreement, eyes wide
open, knowing full well that they had
to meet this cost. Now they are going
to come back and say, oh, we did not
mean that. We throw contract law
right out the window. We throw agree-
ments right out the window.

I am offended by this idea that we
ought to scatter these dollars around
and just make whole those airports
who signed an agreement, knew what
they were getting into, who received
significant benefits since they built
those towers. Mr. Chairman, $350,000 a
year on average for air traffic control
services, and now we want to double
benefit them.

Furthermore, the bill before us does
not require the airport to use the reim-
bursement fund to fund AIP-eligible
projects; it would be somewhat toler-
able if we were limited in that respect,
but only requires the airport to show
that it complied with Davis-Bacon,
Small Business and Veterans Pref-
erence, but not the other statutory re-
quirements, the National Environ-
mental Policy Act, for example. Well, I
just do not understand how it can be
considered to be a burden and a penalty
to ask an airport to live up to the
terms of an agreement it entered into
voluntarily, an agreement through
which it got the Federal funding for
the cost of operating the tower.

If this bill should pass with this pro-
vision in it, I will be watching very
carefully in the future to see how many
other circumstances there will be,

reach-back provisions, and let us exon-
erate this interest from that require-
ment. I will be very interested to see if
the gentleman from Mississippi is
going to be the first one to step up to
the plate and offer additional funding
in the transportation appropriations
bill to cover additional costs that are
going to be incurred by these small air-
ports in the future. They are going to
need additional money. They are going
to soak up this $30 million to pay for
something they already built; and then
they are going to come back and say,
but we are out-of-pocket and we need
money for security and safety and ca-
pacity enhancements.

Where is that money going to come
from? Well, I hope it does not come out
of the AIP program or the F&E ac-
count or the operational account or
any other accounts, because they are
all limited; and that is the point. We do
not have infinite dollars in the avia-
tion trust fund.

Mr. Chairman, let me repeat. These
entitlement dollars come from the
aviation trust fund contributed by all
users. They are not coming from a pas-
senger facility charge that the airport
has imposed. If they wanted to impose
a passenger facility charge, that is
their dollars; they can use it as they
see fit. I supported it. I initiated that
legislation in 1990. This is different.
These are different funds.

There are substantial economic bene-
fits that flow to a city from an airport
with a control tower. Safety is one of
them, but significant economic bene-
fits. We are just coming here and say-
ing, although you did not qualify, al-
though you did not meet the eligibility
requirements, we are still going to re-
imburse you for having gone ahead
and, with your eyes wide open, signed
an agreement that you would build this
tower at your expense for the FAA to
operate that tower.

Now, there could be an argument, al-
though I have not heard it yet from our
chairman, that in the 1996 legislation
we provided funding for reimbursement
of non-AIP-eligible projects. However,
in the 1996 bill, that was prospective,
not retroactive. That is the difference,
and that is the consistency with Fed-
eral law that I was expecting and argu-
ing for in this legislation. We do not
have that consistency. And the chair-
man is going to have a hard time, Mr.
Chairman, reconciling this action with
any future FAA legislation that wants
to deviate from historic precedent and
practice.

The basic underlying bill is prospec-
tive, and that is appropriate. What is
not appropriate is to compensate air-
ports for something that they agreed
to build, for costs they agreed to incur,
and in return for which they have re-
ceived significant benefits.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment
should be passed. We should delete this
provision of the bill.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, again, I must speak in
opposition to the amendment offered
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by the distinguished gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR). We have
worked long and hard on the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infra-
structure and the Subcommittee on
Aviation to achieve a bipartisan agree-
ment on this legislation. I think for
the most part we have succeeded. How-
ever, on this reimbursement issue, we
just do not see eye to eye.

I disagree with the underlying
premise of the amendment proposed
here that for some reason the reim-
bursement for control tower construc-
tion is bad. Our current law allows re-
imbursement for airport terminal con-
struction. Control towers are certainly
at least as important as the terminal
buildings. Control towers provide, I be-
lieve, one of the most important safety
benefits. Airports that have taken the
initiative to build them on their own
should, in fact, be rewarded. We
changed the law in 1996 to be prospec-
tive. We made some changes at that
point. I am asking that we change the
law now as we changed the law on the
payment eligibility to be retrospective
to the 1996 law.

The airports that would be adversely
affected by this amendment are rel-
atively small airports. Spending ap-
proximately $1 million to build and
equip a control tower is a significant
burden on them.

Although they may not have had a
legal right to reimbursement at the
time they built the towers, and that
was the rule at that point, and we are
changing the rules and the law at this
point, many were hopeful that when
Congress saw fit to make tower con-
struction eligible for these grants, and,
again, they have eligibility to use this
entitlement money however they wish,
that in fact the Congress would help
those who have taken the initiative to
act.

I have letters from at least five air-
ports that say that they were hoping
for such a reimbursement at the time
that they built their towers; and, in
fact, we know that we do them an in-
justice if we pass this Oberstar amend-
ment.

It is also important to note that the
airports can only use AIP entitlements
for reimbursement.

Now, it does not say that they shall
be reimbursed. There is no language in
here that says they shall be reimbursed
or they shall take their $30 million,
which may be the amount that that
group is entitled to over future years.
It is ‘‘may,’’ that they ‘‘may.’’ It gives
them the option. We have opened the
option of having towers as being eligi-
ble, construction being eligible for pay-
ment. All this is saying is that they
may use some of the money that they
are getting anyway in a discretionary
fashion. It does not say that they shall.
So we have a bogus argument that $30
million is going to somehow be sucked
out of this fund.

This is money that the airport has a
right to as a matter of law and entitle-
ment. How they use that money should

be a part of local control and local de-
cision. Again, that is a fundamental
difference. This is a debate about prin-
ciple. A principle that Washington
knows best, one-size-fits-all, we tell
you. Now, we may change the rules,
but we got you, because you are not
going to be eligible, and we shaft some
20 to 22 airports who have already
taken the initiative to build their tow-
ers.

Since this is money that the airport
would get in any event, allowing them
to use it for reimbursement does not
increase the Federal deficit or Federal
commitment, financial commitment in
any way, nor does it take away from
capacity or safety-enhancing projects
at any other airports, or even at that
airport. They will make the decision on
what improvements they want to make
in what order, and we give them the
ability, but they may. Again an option,
we give them an option.

Security here and the misuse of these
funds by local officials is used purely
as a red herring in this debate. The
Congress has not decided how we are
going to fund transportation safety im-
provements. Right now there is a sup-
plemental that has not been decided on
how we are going to fund security im-
provements, so I do not buy that argu-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I oppose the Oberstar
amendment, and I ask for its defeat.

Mr. HOLDEN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to offer my sup-
port for the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBER-
STAR).

Mr. Chairman, today we are consid-
ering what is essentially a good bill,
with the exception of one bad provi-
sion. Tucked into this bill is a provi-
sion that takes approximately $30 mil-
lion of funding currently available to
enhance airport security and uses these
funds to reimburse airports for air traf-
fic control towers previously built.
These towers were constructed at some
of the smallest airports in the Nation
under an express agreement that the
Federal Government would pay the
cost of staffing the tower, but not the
construction costs. The Oberstar
amendment would eliminate the provi-
sion for retroactive reimbursement and
keep the funds available for new air-
port projects to enhance safety and se-
curity.

I would like to emphasize that I am
not opposed to H.R. 1979 insofar as it
authorizes the use of Federal funds to
support the building of new towers. I
had hoped that my objections to the
retroactive reimbursement provisions
could have been resolved in the sub-
committee or full committee markup
of this legislation. Unfortunately, they
were not, and we find ourselves in the
rare situation of amending a bill from
the Committee on Transportation and
Infrastructure on the floor.

What I oppose, Mr. Chairman, is the
use of airport capital funds to pay for

towers already built. Under the bill, an
airport is only required to demonstrate
that it has complied with Davis-Bacon,
Small Business, and Veteran Pref-
erence requirements, but not the rest
of the statutory and administrative re-
quirements governing airport improve-
ment program projects. This means
that contract towers constructed prior
to the enactment of this bill would be
reimbursed with AIP funds, but subject
to different and lower standards than
all other AIP projects, including new
contract towers built pursuant to the
reported bill.
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Perhaps the most important reason
to oppose the retroactive reimburse-
ment provision is that it sets a bad
precedent as we head toward Federal
Aviation Administration reauthoriza-
tion next year.

In reauthorization, we will consider
new eligibilities for the AIP program.
By setting a precedent for retroactive
reimbursement, we run the risk of en-
cumbering the AIP program in future
years with reimbursements for work
that has already been completed.

Now more than ever we need to focus
on the task in front of us: addressing
the aviation safety and security needs
of the post-September 11 world. So
once again, Mr. Chairman, this is a
good bill with one bad provision in it.
The Oberstar amendment will fix that.
I strongly urge its adoption.

Mr. REHBERG. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment. Mr. Chairman, when I listened to
the sponsor of the amendment talk
about benefits, tremendous benefits,
significant benefits, benefit benefits, I
did not count them all. The only real
benefit here is safety.

These people in places like Kalispell,
Montana, made the determination that
they wanted to do something about the
organized mayhem that was created by
the Forest Service and their forest fire
adding, doubling, the number of air-
planes, tankers, helicopters, in the air
per day for months on end.

I do not know how many pilots are on
the floor today, but I can tell the Mem-
bers that pilots sometimes need help.
They certainly need help when the
number of traffic count in one day dou-
bles because of a forest fire. Now, cou-
ple that with smoke and mountains
and activity, and when I talk about or-
ganized mayhem, sometimes the people
in the tower are the only safety valve
for those people.

So what is the benefit here? The ben-
efit is to save lives. Is that not what
this Congress is all about? Is this, the
bill of the gentleman from Mississippi
(Mr. WICKER) that we are talking
about, creating the safety? No. The
safety is created by the individuals in
the communities that make a deter-
mination that they have a need.

Now, the logic is lost on me that
somehow the airports that did not
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build their towers did not need it or are
somehow at a loss for this. No, they
made the determination that for safety
reasons they did not need to have a
tower, but our airport did make that
determination. So rather than punish
our communities for doing that, we
ought to reward them.

The $30 million figure, again, I will
give an example of why that is not
true. I am the only Congressman in
this body who has two of those airports
in their district, Bozeman, Montana,
and Kalispell, Montana. Kalispell,
Montana, will ask for a reimbursement
from their account. It is their money
into the future. They have made that a
top priority. Bozeman, Montana, will
not. They have announced that they
have made the prioritization, and they
have the ability under their taxpayer
funding in their local community to
withstand that cost, and they will do
that. They will not ask for a reim-
bursement. So it is not $30 million, it
must be something less, because Boze-
man, Montana, is not coming in for the
money.

So I thank the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Chairman MICA) for specifically
pointing out the difference between
‘‘may’’ and ‘‘shall,’’ because in our par-
ticular case, it is ‘‘may.’’

So I ask the Members, my friends in
the legislative body, to please oppose
this amendment. It does not make
sense. It is one-size-fits-all, and that is
the wrongheadedness that so often oc-
curs in the United States Congress.

We need the flexibility. We need to
understand it is not about money, it is
about safety and saving lives. Let us
reward the airports for having done the
right thing. I hope Members will kill
this amendment and support the Wick-
er bill.

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, a Republican men-
tioned earlier that perhaps these issues
should have been dealt with in the re-
authorization of the Aviation Trust
Fund next year. Those probably were
some of the wisest words that we have
had on the floor here today. We should
not be dealing with these aviation
issues in such a piecemeal fashion.

Everybody agrees that we have a sol-
emn, sacred contract signed by the
local airport authority and the FAA.
Now we have the Federal Government,
the big, bad Federal Government, step-
ping in and breaking that contract be-
tween the FAA and the local airport
authority.

It has been mentioned that safety
will be compromised unless the Ober-
star amendment is defeated. These
towers have already been built for safe-
ty purposes. This amendment has noth-
ing to do in reality with the safety at
those particular airports, because
those airports have already got their
towers up. They have already get their
air traffic controllers in place.

I want to get back to the point, the
fact that there is a $250 million request

for future safety and security needs at
these airports. I asked the question,
where is that money going to come
from to finance those safety and secu-
rity needs when, because of the retro-
activity in this bill, the vast majority,
if not all, of these airports are going to
be utilizing their $150,000 a year to pay
for these towers that have already been
built, that they knew were not going to
be reimbursed for?

It seems to me if we are going to be
fair to the entire aviation system that
we have in place in this Nation, and we
are going to be fair to all these small
airports, we have to support the Ober-
star amendment.

This bill, even though it should have
been put off until the Aviation Trust
Fund next year, would not be a con-
troversial bill, other than the fact that
we are doing something that is almost
unprecedented; that is, the retro-
activity of this bill.

So I say to Members, if they want to
be fair to everybody, support the Ober-
star amendment.

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the req-
uisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to encour-
age my fellow Members to reward and
encourage airports to do the right
thing for the safety of the traveling
public by voting against this amend-
ment offered by my good friend, the
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBER-
STAR).

Mr. Chairman, much of the country
is not served by mega-airports like
LaGuardia or O’Hare. Most of it is
served by smaller, community-based
airports. Under provisions of the Small
Airport Safety, Security, and Air Serv-
ice Improvement Act of 2002, which was
marked up and favorably reported by
the Committee on Transportation and
Infrastructure with my support this
last April, small airports participating
in the FAA’s contract tower program,
like the Anoka Airport in my home
State of Minnesota, could seek reim-
bursement for the cost of contracting
and constructing air traffic control
towers.

Smaller airports, like the Anoka Air-
port, which is a critical part of the
Minnesota commercial air system,
often act as links for smaller commu-
nities to larger cities. Often these air-
ports serve as a vital role for reliever
airports, taking pressure off the often
jam-packed big-city airports.

I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment offered because it would penalize
these airports for having the foresight
to build an FAA contract tower. This
could cost taxpayers in the commu-
nities like Anoka if this was passed.
These airports took it upon themselves
to act to safeguard the flying public by
building a tower. They should be re-
warded and not punished for being
proactive. We should encourage and re-
ward airports for proactively acting on
safety.

Mr. Chairman, I urge all of my col-
leagues to do the right thing and to

support and encourage proactive ac-
tions for safer air travel, and vote
against this amendment.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. I yield
to the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate the gentleman’s comments
and his advocacy for Anoka County
Airport. Anoka County used to be in
the Eighth Congressional District some
20 years ago. Even after it was taken
out of my district, I worked closely
with the county and the airport au-
thority to secure the funds to operate
the air traffic control tower, and made
it clear that at the time they did not
qualify for funds.

They were willing to build a tower
anyway. They knew, they knew that
they wanted this tower for a variety of
reasons. But it is not right to come
back and say, well, now you can be re-
imbursed. I was deeply involved in that
whole situation.

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, I appreciate the gentleman’s
great efforts for transportation
throughout Minnesota, but if they had
built that tower in the future, they
would be eligible for reimbursement. I
do not want to be in a position of pe-
nalizing somebody for acting in a
proactive manner and moving forward,
ahead without that.

I think that if we had the door artifi-
cially shut, and now we are opening it
for reimbursement, it is not fair to say
that because they were proactive, that
they are not being reimbursed. It is on
that ground that I encourage Members
to not support the amendment.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in support of the Ober-
star amendment to HR 1979. Since the
tragic event of 9/11, we have all focused
on the issues of making this country a
safer place—especially in regards to
our airways. The Small Airport Safety,
Security and Air Service Improvement
Act is one of many pieces of legislation
that will help to make the dream of
safe-skies a reality.

However, one provision of the resolu-
tion is actually a step in the wrong di-
rection. Although it makes good sense
to allow small airports to use AIP
funds to fill a funding gap and fund fu-
ture construction of control towers,
making such use of funds retroactive
does not make sense. AIP money that
has previously been allocated to small
airports could be used to upgrade safe-
ty and security. This is now our num-
ber-one priority. Reimbursing airports
for past construction—that they have
already done, that they had already
budgeted for, that they could already
afford—would simply divert 30 million
dollars away from new priorities.

Furthermore, all federally funded
construction projects are subject to
standard statutory and administrative
requirements as mandated by Congress.
Past projects presumably were able to
bypass the Fair Labor Standards Act,
the National Environmental Policy
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Act, and the National Historic Preser-
vation Act, to name just a few. Allow-
ing reimbursement of airports for
tower-construction costs would provide
an inappropriate double-windfall.

Therefore, I support the Amendment
from the gentleman from Minnesota—
to ensure, in the interest of fairness,
that all federally funded control towers
are subject to the same standards and
regulations. More importantly, I sup-
port the Oberstar amendment to keep
funding concentrated on the efforts of
making our skies safer and more se-
cure.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The question is on the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 6 of rule XVIII, further
proceedings on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
OBERSTAR) will be postponed.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. NETHERCUTT

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. NETHERCUTT:
At the end of the bill, add the following:

SEC. 5. USE OF APPORTIONMENTS TO PAY NON-
FEDERAL SHARE OF OPERATION
COSTS.

(a) STUDY.—The Secretary of Transpor-
tation shall conduct a study of the feasi-
bility, costs, and benefits of allowing the
sponsor of an airport to use not to exceed 10
percent of amounts apportioned to the spon-
sor under section 47114 to pay the non-Fed-
eral share of the cost of operation of an air
traffic control tower under section 47124(b) of
title 49, United States Code.

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary shall transmit to Congress a report on
the results of the study.

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of my amendment on
this bill. I had originally planned to
have an amendment introduced that
would have given relief and assistance
to small airports to use part of their
funds, a limitation on their funds that
they get under the Airport Improve-
ment Act, for operations of their con-
trol towers. Recognizing that control
towers are one of the best ways to im-
prove safety in airports, especially in
this era of heightened emergency con-
sciousness, I want to make sure that
small airports have the same ability to
provide security and information and
assistance and protection and also at a
cost-effective number as big airports.

Every airport that provides sched-
uled passenger service should have the
ability to operate a control tower, but
in lieu of that amendment, which I un-
derstand, as some questions that have
been raised by both staff and Members,
and I respect that, and I respect the
work that this committee has done and
is doing and will be doing on this very
important issue, we have proposed the

amendment before the House today
which will allow the Department of
Transportation an opportunity to
study the issue to determine the extent
and the depth and the concern that ex-
ists out in the real world of small air-
ports having to deal with the costs of
operations of towers.

We all know that it needs to be done.
Each airport needs to have a tower to
make sure that it is providing nec-
essary service to the public and safety
to the public. So I think it will do all
of us who consider this issue, both the
Department of Transportation and oth-
ers as well as the committees of juris-
diction, to take a look at what the
findings will be in the next year of who
is affected by this kind of disparity, if
you will, high costs for small airports,
large airports getting cost assistance.

So what this amendment does is say
let us take a look at this. If we at some
point provide more assistance to small
airports, it will give those airports a
chance to have the flexibility to use
the airport improvement funds for pay-
ing their share of operating costs. That
is not what this amendment does. It is
just that we are going to take a look at
it and see what the extent of the prob-
lem is. Recognizing that I think we do
respect the freedom of choice and indi-
viduality and needs of each airport,
each airport authority, to maintain its
tower operations, it is critically impor-
tant that our airports be able to do
this.

One airport in my district, the Walla
Walla Airport, pays $41,000, almost
$42,000, to pay for the contract to oper-
ate the tower. They get about a million
dollars annually in AIP funds, but they
cannot use any of that for operations
of the tower. So they pay about 16 per-
cent now. Other airports pay a little
different figure.

There is a complicated formula, Mr.
Chairman, that determines what the
allocation is, what the obligation is for
each airport, and it is complex, and it
is not uniform necessarily as I under-
stand it. So we want to be sure that in
the process of providing security and
assistance to our airports, that we help
the small guys, the little airports like
Walla Walla and other similarly situ-
ated all across this country so that we
are able to provide the security and the
operational ability necessary for effi-
ciency and to make sure that the trav-
eling public is protected.

So with that, it is my understanding
that both sides have taken a look at
this, that there is no objection to the
language of our amendment.

b 1415

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

I thank the gentleman for offering
this amendment. It is a bit controver-
sial in that it does establish a new
precedent for use of these funds for op-
erations. We are willing to consider the
study provision and reporting back.
Small airports are under the gun to
raise funds to not only build towers,

and this legislation allows them to use
part of their AIP money for that pur-
pose, but also to look at the question
of using some of those funds again in
an unprecedented manner to support
operations.

So we have no objection. I believe,
however, we are asking the vote be
called on this particular amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The question is on the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Washington (Mr. NETHERCUTT).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Mr. Chairman, I
demand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 6 of rule XVIII, further
proceedings on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Washington
(Mr. NETHERCUTT) will be postponed.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Are
there further amendments?

SEQUENTIAL VOTES IN COMMITTEE OF THE
WHOLE

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 6 of rule XVIII, pro-
ceedings will now resume on those
amendments on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed in the fol-
lowing order:

An amendment offered by Mr. OBER-
STAR and an amendment offered by Mr.
NETHERCUTT.

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the time for any electronic vote after
the first vote in this series.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. OBERSTAR

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
pending business is the demand for a
recorded vote on the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. OBERSTAR) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which
the noes prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will designate the amend-
ment.

The Clerk designated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 202, noes 223,
not voting 9, as follows:

[Roll No. 241]

AYES—202

Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baca
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barcia
Barrett
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher

Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson (IN)
Carson (OK)
Clay
Clement
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)

Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Ford
Frank
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Frost
Gephardt
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green (TX)
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Harman
Hefley
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Israel
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (RI)
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee
Levin
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Luther

Lynch
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Mascara
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Mink
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (VA)
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Phelps
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Reyes

Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Schiff
Scott
Serrano
Sherman
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Spratt
Stark
Stenholm
Strickland
Stupak
Tanner
Tauscher
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Visclosky
Waters
Watson (CA)
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

NOES—223

Abercrombie
Aderholt
Akin
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barr
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bereuter
Biggert
Bilirakis
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boozman
Brady (TX)
Brown (SC)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Clayton
Coble
Combest
Cooksey
Cox
Crane
Crenshaw
Cubin
Culberson
Cunningham
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal
DeLay
DeMint

Diaz-Balart
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Everett
Ferguson
Flake
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Fossella
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goss
Graham
Granger
Graves
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Grucci
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hart
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Horn
Hostettler
Hulshof
Hunter

Hyde
Isakson
Issa
Istook
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kerns
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas (OK)
Maloney (CT)
Manzullo
McCrery
McHugh
McKeon
Mica
Miller, Dan
Miller, Gary
Miller, Jeff
Moran (KS)
Morella
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Osborne
Ose
Otter
Oxley
Pence
Peterson (PA)

Petri
Pitts
Platts
Pombo
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Regula
Rehberg
Reynolds
Riley
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Saxton
Schaffer
Schrock
Sensenbrenner
Sessions

Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Stearns
Stump
Sullivan
Sununu
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas

Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Toomey
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins (OK)
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson (NM)
Wilson (SC)
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—9

Collins
Hilliard
Houghton

Lewis (GA)
McInnis
Miller, George

Pickering
Roukema
Traficant

b 1440

Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. TAUZIN, and
Mr. WELLER changed their vote from
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
Stated against:
Mr. PICKERING. Mr. Chairman, on rollcall

No. 241. I was unavoidably detained. Had I
been present, I would have voted ‘‘no.’’

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN PRO
TEMPORE

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). Pursuant to clause 6 of rule
XVIII, the Chair announces that he
will reduce to a minimum of 5 minutes
the period of time within which a vote
by electronic device will be taken on
the amendment on which the Chair has
postponed further proceedings.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. NETHERCUTT

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
pending business is the demand for a
recorded vote on the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. NETHERCUTT) on which fur-
ther proceedings were postponed and
on which the ayes prevailed by voice
vote.

The Clerk will designate the amend-
ment.

The Clerk designated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. A re-
corded vote has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. This is

a 5-minute vote on the Nethercutt
amendment.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 415, noes 12,
not voting 7, as follows:

[Roll No. 242]

AYES—415

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Akin
Andrews
Armey
Baca

Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia

Barr
Barrett
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Becerra
Bentsen

Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Boozman
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Brown (SC)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson (IN)
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cooksey
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crenshaw
Crowley
Cubin
Culberson
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis (CA)
Davis (IL)
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Ferguson
Filner
Flake

Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Fossella
Frank
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Graves
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Grucci
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Harman
Hart
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Honda
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Israel
Issa
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kennedy (RI)
Kerns
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
LaTourette
Leach

Lee
Levin
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Lynch
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Mascara
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, Dan
Miller, Gary
Miller, Jeff
Mink
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Osborne
Ose
Otter
Owens
Oxley
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pelosi
Pence
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Rehberg
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
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Ross
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrock
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen
Skelton

Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Solis
Souder
Spratt
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sullivan
Sununu
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Tierney

Toomey
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins (OK)
Watson (CA)
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson (NM)
Wilson (SC)
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOES—12

Allen
Carson (OK)
Costello
Davis (FL)

Ford
Gonzalez
John
Johnson, Sam

Lofgren
Maloney (CT)
Roemer
Stark

NOT VOTING—7

Hilliard
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)

McInnis
Miller, George
Roukema

Traficant

b 1450

So the amendment was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.

LAHOOD). The question is on the com-
mittee amendment in the nature of a
substitute, as amended.

The committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute, as amended, was
agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Under
the rule, the Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. DAN
MILLER of Florida) having assumed the
chair, Mr. LAHOOD, Chairman pro tem-
pore of the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union, re-
ported that that Committee, having
had under consideration the bill (H.R.
1979) to amend title 49, United States
Code, to provide assistance for the con-
struction of certain air traffic control
towers, pursuant to House Resolution
447, he reported the bill back to the
House with an amendment adopted by
the Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered.

Is a separate vote demanded on the
amendment to the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute
adopted by the Committee of the
Whole? If not, the question is on the
committee amendment in the nature of
a substitute.

The committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, on
that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 284, nays
143, not voting 7, as follows:

[Roll No. 243]

YEAS—284

Abercrombie
Aderholt
Akin
Armey
Baca
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bereuter
Berry
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boozman
Brady (TX)
Brown (SC)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Cantor
Capito
Capps
Cardin
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Clayton
Coble
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cooksey
Cox
Crane
Crenshaw
Cubin
Culberson
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis, Jo Ann
Davis, Tom
Deal
DeFazio
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Etheridge

Evans
Everett
Ferguson
Flake
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Fossella
Frank
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goss
Graham
Granger
Graves
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Grucci
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hart
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hyde
Isakson
Israel
Issa
Istook
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (IL)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Keller
Kelly
Kennedy (MN)
Kerns
King (NY)
Kingston
Kirk
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)

Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Manzullo
Mascara
McCrery
McDermott
McHugh
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
Mica
Miller, Dan
Miller, Gary
Miller, Jeff
Mink
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Obey
Osborne
Ose
Otter
Oxley
Pence
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Platts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Putnam
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Rehberg
Reynolds
Riley
Roemer
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Ross
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Saxton
Schaffer
Schrock
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simmons
Simpson
Skeen

Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sullivan
Sununu
Sweeney
Tancredo
Tauzin

Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Tiberi
Toomey
Turner
Udall (CO)
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh

Wamp
Watkins (OK)
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson (NM)
Wilson (SC)
Wolf
Wu
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—143

Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Capuano
Carson (IN)
Carson (OK)
Clay
Clement
Clyburn
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Davis (CA)
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Dingell
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Ford
Frost
Gephardt
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green (TX)
Gutierrez

Harman
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holt
Honda
Inslee
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson, E. B.
Kaptur
Kennedy (RI)
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Langevin
Lantos
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee
Levin
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Lynch
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McGovern
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Moran (VA)
Nadler
Napolitano

Neal
Oberstar
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Phelps
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Schiff
Scott
Serrano
Sherman
Solis
Spratt
Stark
Tanner
Tauscher
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Visclosky
Waters
Watson (CA)
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Woolsey

NOT VOTING—7

Hilliard
Lewis (GA)
McInnis

Roukema
Rush
Souder

Traficant

b 1515

So the bill was passed.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on H.R. 1979,
the bill just passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. DAN
MILLER of Florida). Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

There was no objection.
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AFFORDABLE PRESCRIPTION

DRUG PLAN

(Ms. MILLENDER-McDONALD asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend her remarks.)

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. Mr.
Speaker, with 12 million seniors with-
out prescription drugs, it is time for
this House to address the issues that
are so critical to seniors.

Mr. Speaker, I want to speak out on
behalf of seniors who are in need of
comprehensive prescription drug cov-
erage. Right now many seniors are
forced to choose between buying food
or purchasing necessary prescription
drugs to sustain their health.

The Democratic proposal will help all
seniors by expanding Medicare to offer
a prescription drug benefit that is uni-
versal, affordable, dependable, and vol-
untary. We do not and we cannot do
less than to offer elderly women and
men access to adequate health care
that they can afford and easily be ac-
cessible.

Our Republican colleagues are offer-
ing a plan that gives no real benefits or
assistance to those who need quality
prescription drug coverage. Their plan
would cover less than one-quarter of
Medicare beneficiaries and the cost
over the next 10 years. Their plan
would leave almost half of all of our
seniors with no drug coverage. Remem-
ber what I said, 12 million without drug
coverage whatsoever.

We need to now give what is needed
to seniors, Mr. Speaker. We can ill af-
ford to wait any longer. We cannot ad-
vance this position any further. We
must give our seniors the necessary
prescription drug coverage.

In contrast, the House Democratic plan will
add a new Part D in Medicare that offers vol-
untary prescription drug coverage for all Medi-
care beneficiaries starting in 2005. The Demo-
cratic plan will help women and all seniors by
offering: $25 monthly premiums; $100 annual
deductibles; Co-insurance where beneficiaries
pay 20 percent and Medicare pays 80 percent;
$2,000 out-of-pocket limit per beneficiary per
year.

Low-income beneficiaries with incomes up
to 150 percent of the poverty rate will pay no
premiums or share costs.

Beneficiaries with income ranging from 150
to 175 percent of the poverty level will receive
assistance with the Part D Medicare premium
on a sliding scale.

The average senior has an income of about
$15,000 per year and so needs an affordable
benefit.

Seniors need catastrophic coverage. That is
where Medicare pays all prescription costs
after the beneficiary has spent a specific
amount of money out of their own pockets.

The House plan would pay all drug costs
after the beneficiary spends $2,000. By con-
trast, the Republican proposal would cost
women up to $3,800 per year.

The President’s budget offers only $190 bil-
lion over the next 10 years for Medicare re-
form including prescription drugs. Further, only
$77 billion of this funding is earmarked for pre-
scription drug coverage to the States to imple-
ment a low-income state-based drug plan.

Under the Democratic plan, there would be
no gaps in coverage, while the Republican
plan will force beneficiaries in need of more
than $2,000 worth of drugs to pay 100 percent
of their out-of-pocket costs, and make them
continue paying premiums until they reach
their $3,800 cap.

Any willing pharmacy must be included in
the network according to the Democratic plan,
but private plans can limit which pharmacies
participate in their network under the Repub-
lican plan.

Beneficiaries would have coverage for any
drug their doctor prescribes as included in the
Democratic plan, yet with the Republican plan,
private insurers can create strict formularies
and deny any coverage for drugs not listed in
the formulary.

Women and seniors must have a prescrip-
tion drug benefit that is guaranteed by the
government as part of Medicare. Private insur-
ance companies cannot be accountable for of-
fering their own plans to people in need.

The Health Insurance Association of Amer-
ica, the private insurance industry’s associa-
tion, has said they will not offer drug-only in-
surance because they will lose money. Sen-
iors need a defined benefit so they will know
what benefits they are entitled to.

Without offering a minimum benefit, offering
a choice to women and seniors won’t make
sense.

Too many insurance plans will only confuse
those in need of coverage. Women are look-
ing for a defined benefit like the one now of-
fered to them by Medicare.

It’s time to stop talking about providing for
women seniors and actually take action to en-
sure the quality of their healthcare, and thus
their lives overall. If we really care about all
women, let’s take this opportunity to show our
concern by offering prescription drug coverage
that will make a difference.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2001, and under a previous order
of the House, the following Members
will be recognized for 5 minutes each.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. GEORGE
MILLER) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California
addressed the House. His remarks will
appear hereafter in the Extensions of
Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. SOUDER) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. SOUDER addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

THE COST OF PRESCRIPTION
DRUGS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. GUT-
KNECHT) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, I rise
again to talk about an issue that we

are all painfully aware of and more and
more of my colleagues are concerned
about, and that we are going to have to
deal with here in the next several days
in the Congress, and that is the high
cost of prescription drugs. I brought
with me again this chart, and I would
like to show to my colleagues what we
are really talking about in terms of the
prices that Americans pay relative to
people in other parts of the world.
These numbers are not my numbers.
They were put together by a group
called the Life Extension Foundation. I
want to point out a couple that I find
interesting.

Glucophage, a very commonly pre-
scribed drug for diabetes, one of the
most commonly prescribed drugs in the
United States. In the United States, a
30-day supply, according to Life Exten-
sion Foundation, sells for about $124.65.
That same drug made in the same
FDA-approved facility in Europe sells
for $22. $22. We are not talking about
Mexico; we are talking about Europe.

The list goes on and on, and, for ex-
ample, tomorrow we are going to have
a vote, I think, here on the floor of the
House about trade, about trade pro-
motion authority. We are going to give
our negotiators a little more latitude
in negotiating with the Senate. I hap-
pen to believe in trade. I believe in free
and fair trade.

But this is one area where American
consumers could benefit enormously.
Our estimates are if we simply opened
up markets, allowed American con-
sumers to prescription drugs at world
market prices, we could save American
consumers upwards of $60 billion a
year; $60 billion a year. Even here in
Washington, that is real money.

What does that mean to the average
consumer? For example, my father
takes a drug called Coumadin. The
United States, the average price is
$64.88. That is a interesting number in
itself, because 21⁄2 years ago when we
started doing these charts, that price
was not $64.88, it was $38. In just the
last 21⁄2 years, that drug, and nothing
has happened, they have had no new
FDA approval they have had to go
through, as far as we know there has
been no litigation, but the price of the
drug has gone from $38 to $64, and, in-
terestingly enough, in Germany you
can buy that drug, the same drug,
made in the same plant, for $15.80.

How long? How long will we hold
American consumers hostage? The
time has come for Congress to take ac-
tion. And I am here today not to say,
shame on the pharmaceutical industry.
They are doing what any capitalistic
organization would do, and that is they
are exploiting a market opportunity.
And are they exploiting it big time.

It is not shame on them, Mr. Speak-
er, it is shame on the FDA, and it is
shame on us for allowing this to go on.
And we cannot afford it. We simply
cannot afford to continue to subsidize
Europe and the Western nations.
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I believe that Americans should pay

their fair share of the cost of devel-
oping these miracle drugs. The phar-
maceutical industry has done some
wonderful things for us, the American
people, and the people of the world, and
I think we ought to pay our fair share.
But we subsidize those companies in
several ways. We subsidies them
through the research dollars we spend
here in Washington through the NIH. It
will be about $22 billion this year. We
represent about 4 percent of the world’s
population. We represent 44 percent of
the basic research dollars being spent,
and that research is available to the
pharmaceutical companies free of
charge.

We subsidize them through the Tax
Code. When they do this research, when
they invest that money that they say
they spend in research, they get to
write it off on their tax forms, and in
some cases they get a tax credit, so
there is no cost to these companies.

Finally, we subsidize them in the
prices we pay that are outrageously
too high relative to the rest of the
world.

No, Mr. Speaker, I think we as Amer-
icans ought to pay our fair share, but I
am unwilling to continue to subsidize
the starving Swiss.

We are going to have a big debate
next week about prescription drugs and
what we can do about it, and it is time
we stepped to the plate and said there
is one thing we can do right now with
virtually no bureaucracy, with vir-
tually no cost to the taxpayers, that
will save American consumers upwards
of $60 billion a year, and that is open
the markets.

If you believe in free markets, if you
believe in NAFTA and GATT and TPA
and all of that, if you really believe in
free trade, then open up the markets,
allow American consumers, working
through their own pharmacists, that is
my view, to go to markets, whether it
be in Germany or Switzerland or
Japan. For any FDA-approved drug in
the United States made in an FDA-ap-
proved facility, you ought to have ac-
cess to that no matter where it comes
from. I will tell you what is going to
happen. You are going to see the prices
in the United States go down dramati-
cally, and you will probably see prices
in the other parts of the world go up a
little but, but that is how markets
work.

One of my favorite Presidents was
President Ronald Reagan, and he said
something so powerful 30 years ago:
Markets are more powerful than ar-
mies. You cannot hold back markets,
and you cannot have a situation where
the world’s best consumers pay the
world’s highest prices.

Not shame on the pharmaceutical in-
dustry, shame on us. We have a chance
next week to do something about it. I
hope Members will join me.

CONSTITUTIONAL DUTIES OF THE
LEGISLATIVE BRANCH

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
KENNEDY of Minnesota). Under a pre-
vious order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I take this opportunity to
share with my colleagues concerns that
I have with respect to the pursuits that
we are now engaged in as relates to the
issue of homeland security as well as
the responsibilities of this Congress,
and the issues that confront us on pro-
tecting the homeland and fighting ter-
rorism.

Let me first begin with the under-
standing of the words from the Con-
stitution of the United States of Amer-
ica. It is well known that the Founding
Fathers, who came to this land to es-
tablish this Nation on the grounds of
seeking relief from persecution, that
they wanted a democracy. They wanted
to have a Nation that would interact
and have exchange between the people
and as well the three branches of gov-
ernment. That is why we have the judi-
ciary, the executive, and, of course, the
Legislature, which is the Congress.

We do know that the President is
perceived and noted to be the Com-
mander-in-Chief, and we respect that.
After the terrible tragedy of September
11, we recognize that we must stand
united with the President against ter-
rorism.

But let me share with Members in
the Constitution the duties of the
United States Congress. ‘‘The Congress
shall have the power to lay and collect
taxes, duties, impose excises to pay the
debts and provide for the common de-
fense and general welfare of the United
States.’’

In additional language it says, ‘‘To
establish a uniform role of naturaliza-
tion and other laws.’’

I am concerned that this Congress
abdicates its responsibilities in this
enormous responsibility of dealing
with peace, dealing with war and deal-
ing with fighting terrorism.

Just a few days ago, in fact over the
weekend, there was a pronouncement
that the President of the United States
had signed an order of covert action
against Saddam Hussein in Iraq. There
was no debate, no discussion in the
United States Congress, no discussion
in the People’s House. No one asked
the question whether this was the ap-
propriate direction to take this Nation
on behalf of our children and the safety
of this country.

I would venture to say that we know
that there has been no documentation
or little evidence of Saddam Hussein’s
involvement in September 11, but we
know that he is a despot, a dictator,
that he is doing harm to his people. We
also know that he is not allowing the
inspections to go on pursuant to the
United Nations. But we also recognize
that there is no substance there, as
much as it was some 10 years ago. So is
this a valid use of our resources with-

out the debate of the United States
Congress?

Why not prioritize the Mideast and
establish peace there. Look at the trag-
edies that are occurring in the Mideast,
the loss of life. Are we going to divert
resources to Iraq when we still have a
problem in the Mideast and most of the
Muslim world will not support us in
going to Iraq?

What about alternatives? We already
know the CIA has failed in some of the
efforts they have made in Iraq. What
about alternatives to going in and
doing what has been ordered or sug-
gested by the President?

And who will be with us? This is an
important question that I think is
enormously valuable for us to ask.

As we ask these questions, we can
make a considered decision about for-
eign policy on behalf of the people of
the United States. We have just found
out that we are going to move swiftly
on the Homeland Security Department.
I support that, but I raise the question
whether we should move swiftly in the
body of the House with the committees
of the House that have jurisdiction, so
that when we formulate the Homeland
Security Department, we have the
input of representatives from around
the Nation.

I am disturbed that the leadership of
this House would narrow the initial or
the finalizing of homeland security to a
nine-person committee, although I re-
spect that committee. I believe it is
important that the committees of ju-
risdiction have intimate responsibil-
ities in dealing with homeland security
because we speak for the people of the
United States.

So do not narrow it to a committee
that is so small. Envision the utiliza-
tion of the committees of jurisdiction,
because there are particular areas of
expertise. What should we do with the
Immigration and Naturalization Serv-
ice? We should make sure that we still
have a body that allows people to ac-
cess legalization, to be legal, because
this Nation is still a place where people
come for refuge and come for oppor-
tunity, and we must recognize that
every immigrant or immigration does
not equate to terrorism.

So when we talk about this Home-
land Security Department, which
should be open to the expertise of this
House, we should not narrow and give
up the responsibilities of Congress that
are given in the Constitution, and that
is, again, to take care of the defense
and the general welfare of the people of
the United States.

I am concerned, Mr. Speaker, that
this Congress is abdicating its respon-
sibilities, and I call upon us to imme-
diately get involved in creating a
Homeland Security Department, but as
well to ensure that decisions of war are
made in this body and not independent
of this body.
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WORLD REFUGEE DAY

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
KENNEDY of Minnesota). Under a pre-
vious order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. EDDIE BERNICE
JOHNSON) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Mr. Speaker, I rise to com-
memorate World Refugee Day, which is
being celebrated today in the United
States and in almost 90 countries
around the globe. The theme for this
year’s World Refugee Day is ‘‘Refugee
Women,’’ which is very appropriate
since almost 80 percent of the refugees
worldwide are women and children.

World Refugee Day gives us a chance
to reflect upon the almost 50 million
uprooted people in the world and to
think about what the United States is
doing to help alleviate their suffering.
In fiscal year 2001, the U.S. welcomed
68,426 refugees to its shores and gave
those disparate people the chance to
seek a new life. While there are some
encouraging aspects to our Nation’s
refugee policy, there is much more to
be concerned about.

An extreme regional inequity exists
in our Nation’s refugee admissions
process regarding African refugees. On
November 21, 2001, President Bush au-
thorized the admission of 70,000 refu-
gees into the United States for fiscal
year 2002. Yet, as of May 31, 2002,
slightly more than 13,800 refugees have
been admitted. Of these admitted by
the end of May 8, 933 were from the
former Soviet Union and Eastern Eu-
rope, whereas only 891 refugees were
from Africa.

When the Congressional Black Cau-
cus asked the Immigration and Natu-
ralization Service and the State De-
partment in March why so few refugees
from Africa had been admitted this fis-
cal year, they replied that security
concerns prevented them from admit-
ting the refugees. Yet if security is a
reason for the delay, why is it that al-
most 1,500 refugees from the Near East
and South Asia have been admitted
when the region is known to have
much more serious security concerns
than Africa?

Mr. Speaker, I am asking for an equi-
table refugee admission process. World-
wide, 28 percent of the refugees are
from Africa, and I believe that 28 per-
cent of refugees resettled in the U.S.
should be African in origin. But to
date, less than 7 percent of the refugees
admitted this fiscal year to the United
States are from Africa. This imbalance
really cannot continue.

What can we do to correct these re-
gional inequities? We can roll over fis-
cal year 2002 admission numbers into
fiscal year 2003 numbers so that a pre-
cious chance to rebuild a life does not
expire. We can institute direct flights
from refugee camps to a facility in the
United States so that the refugees can
be processed within the U.S., as was
done for Kosovo Albanians during the
Balkan war at Fort Dix in New Jersey.

We could give preferential treatment
to African refugees into very safe set-
tings, as was done for the Montagnards
from Vietnam, and we can increase cir-
cuit rides so that refugees can be inter-
viewed where they actually live. Mr.
Speaker, where there is a will, there is
a way.

The statistics that I have cited are
useful in understanding the severity of
the refugee admissions crisis that is
taking place, but they also obscure the
fact that we are talking about des-
perate, suffering people. Each fraction
of a percentage point represents a fam-
ily that has been united and given a
new lease on life; each number rep-
resents someone who has escaped a
hopeless refugee camp or a violent
urban detention center.

Each number represents someone
like Rose, a refugee from the Demo-
cratic Republic of the Congo, who has
resettled in Dallas, Texas, the district
that I am proud to represent here in
Congress. Rose’s husband, an ethnic
Tutsi, fled the violence and chaos
under the former Zaire to Rwanda to
escape persecution. At that time, Rose
was expecting her second child. As the
war and violence of the Great Lakes
Region raged around them, Rose and
her children were forced to leave. They
found temporary refuge in Benin.

In February 2000, Rose and her two
children arrived in Dallas. Rose quick-
ly found a job at a photo processing lab
that enabled her to support her two
children. Although she was self-suffi-
cient, her life was incomplete without
her husband. But by working with re-
settlement agencies, Rose was able to
unite her family in March of this year.

Mr. Speaker, the story of Rose from
my district has a happy ending, and it
demonstrates the hope and opportunity
that we can offer if we will.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. CUMMINGS)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. CUMMINGS addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. BROWN) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Ms. BROWN of Florida addressed the
House. Her remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
(Ms. NORTON) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

(Ms. NORTON addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. MEEKS) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. MEEKS of New York addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. CONYERS addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. DAVIS of Illinois addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Rhode Island (Mr.
LANGEVIN) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. LANGEVIN addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. TOWNS) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. TOWNS addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms.
MILLENDER-MCDONALD) is recognized
for 5 minutes.

(Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD ad-
dressed the House. Her remarks will
appear hereafter in the Extensions of
Remarks.)

f

CELEBRATING WORLD REFUGEE
DAY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PAYNE) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, today is
World Refugee Day. For many years,
numerous countries all around the
world have set aside a day for remem-
bering the plight of refugees. One of
the most widespread is African Refugee
Day celebrated June 20 in several Afri-
can countries.

In 2000, as an expression of solidarity
with Africa, a special U.N. General As-
sembly resolution was passed naming
June 20 of every year World Refugee
Day.

Some of my colleagues may be think-
ing, why do we need a day to celebrate
refugees? Why? Because today, right
now, there are over 21 million refugees
worldwide, people displaced by conflict,
humanitarian disasters, and crises;
men, women, and children whose lives
are starkly different from those we
lead because they find it very difficult
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to meet just basic needs such as food,
shelter, and water. Many times, men,
women, and children find themselves
living in destitute conditions in camps
that leave them vulnerable to attack
and to disease. There are anywhere
from 3 million to 6 million refugees and
approximately 10.6 million internally
displaced refugees in Africa. More than
half of all African refugees have fled
from four countries: Sierra Leone, So-
malia, Sudan, and Angola. These four
countries, along with Eritrea, Burundi
and Liberia, each produce over a quar-
ter of a million or more of refugees.
The numbers are staggering, too large
even to imagine, and difficult to con-
nect to human lives.

So what do we do? What does it mean
to be a refugee? Who needs to be reset-
tled?

Let me tell my colleagues the story
of one. Jean Pierre Kamwa, a student
activist from Cameroon, fled to the
United States in 1999 seeking asylum
from imprisonment and torture, evils
visited upon him because of his activ-
ism, ethnic background, and pro-de-
mocracy rhetoric. After arriving at
JFK Airport from the long trip and
treacherous ordeal, he was imme-
diately taken into custody,
fingerprinted, photographed, and hand-
cuffed by an INS officer. Mr. Kamwa
was told to remove his clothes and was
subsequently searched. Then he was
taken, still handcuffed, to the
Wackenhut detention facility in
Queens, New York, where he was de-
tained for 5 months until granted asy-
lum in April of 2000.

Mr. Kamwa now works with refugee
visitation programs, such as First
Friends, a community-based network
that coordinates visits to the Eliza-
beth, New Jersey, immigration facility
where 300 refugees are being held wait-
ing for their cases to be judged and,
might I add, at a facility that still does
not reach the standards, in my opinion,
that it should.

This one man’s story shows that even
refugees who find their way to our
shores have a long way to go before
they can lead normal lives again. Now
imagine that you are a refugee, seeking
asylum in the United States. Imagine
how difficult life is, held in detention,
while you are being processed.

Since September 11, that wait has be-
come even longer. Understandably, the
tragedy that occurred created a delay
in the processing of immigration and
refugee resettlement cases. On Novem-
ber 21, 2001, President Bush authorized
the admission of 70,000 refugees into
the United States for fiscal year 2002.
Yet, as of May 31 of this year, slightly
less than 13,800 refugees have been ad-
mitted. Given the current pace of proc-
essing, it is highly unlikely that the al-
location admissions level will be
reached by September 30 of 2002; and,
therefore, those people will not have an
opportunity to come into this country.

What is even more disturbing is that
while 28 percent of the refugees world-
wide are Africans in origin, less than 7

percent of the refugees admitted into
this country in fiscal year 2002 are of
African origin. A mere 891 African refu-
gees have been admitted this year,
while 14,089 refugees from the Near
East and South Asia have been reset-
tled in the same amount of time; and a
staggering 6,470 have come from the
former Soviet Union. There is clearly
an imbalance here, and it has to be re-
dressed.

Testifying at a February 12 hearing
held by the Senate Immigration Sub-
committee, the head of the State De-
partment’s Refugee Bureau, Assistant
Secretary Dewey, and INS Commis-
sioner James Ziglar committed their
agencies to working very diligently to
admit the 70,000 refugees that Presi-
dent Bush pledged to bring to the
United States of America. In his testi-
mony Ziglar said, ‘‘The terrorist at-
tacks of September 11 were caused by
evil, not immigration. We can and will
protect ourselves against people who
seek to harm the United States, but we
cannot judge immigrants or refugees
by the actions of terrorists. Our Nation
must continue in its great tradition of
offering a safe haven to the oppressed
and persecuted.’’

Mr. Speaker, I ask all of my col-
leagues to join in to try to make the
processing of refugees more humane.

The Refugee Resettlement program has
proved to be a success for many individuals
seeking asylum from terrible situations in their
own countries, such as the thousands of
Dinka youths that have come to be known as
the ‘‘Lost Boys’’ of Sudan. The treacherous
war in Sudan, fueled by the lust for oil, has
forced thousands of Southern Sudanese to
flee to neighboring countries like Kenya and
Ethiopia. As the war rages on, thousands of
Sudanese boys went from one country to an-
other and 5,000 survivors of the 33,000 who
originally fled Sudan ended up in a refugee
camp in Northern Kenya called Kakuma. They
have since become known as the ‘‘Lost Boys’’
of Sudan.

John Tot and 109 other Sudanese teen-
agers arrived in Philadelphia and other cities
around the U.S. in late 2000, part of a human-
itarian effort of the State Department and the
UN High Commissioner on Refugees. These
young boys have overcome numerous obsta-
cles to learn English, graduate from high
school, and even make their way to college.

The refugee resettlement program can work
and can mean the difference between barely
surviving and leading a full, productive life. We
must do what we can to urge the processing
of African refugees. It’s a matter of life and
death.

f

WARPED LEGISLATIVE PRIORITIES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
discuss this administration’s and this
Republican leadership’s warped and
dangerous legislative priorities. Let us
start with Social Security, which is
dead last on their priority list. This
House leadership has simply refused to

bring up Social Security. Not only are
they refusing to debate. They are com-
pletely dodging the issue.

The situation is so bad that this
week, Democrats were forced to launch
a discharge petition wherein we have
to get 218 signatures in order to try to
bring a bill to the floor to provide the
American public with the debate on So-
cial Security that our people deserve.
All the while, the Republicans are on a
course to raid and are raiding the So-
cial Security trust fund to the tune of
$1.8 trillion.

This debt clock tells the story of this
week. Every week since they have
started to do this, because we were in
surplus a year and a half ago, finally,
after years of budget regimen during
the Clinton years and this Congress, we
were able to bring revenues and ex-
penditures into balance, even though
we have an accumulated debt we are
paying off. Nonetheless, they have
begun to try to raid the Social Secu-
rity trust fund to pay for ongoing ex-
penses; and every week while they are
doing this, I am going to come down
here and let the American people know
how much they borrowed this week.

So as of today, they have now taken
$218,095,890,410, which amounts to, for
each citizen in our country, they
dipped into your pocket $775. You could
say it is akin to a tax imposed on each
senior and their family in this country.

Now, what do Republicans propose to
do about it? Nothing. In fact, if they
had their way, they would sneak
through a debt ceiling increase and go
on about the business of pushing their
number one priority, one which lies at
the very heart of the Republican Party,
and that is cashing out the revenues of
the people of the United States to the
wealthiest people and corporations in
this country, even those that locate
their headquarters offshore, as the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. ARMEY), the
Republican leader, endorsed yesterday.

b 1545

Members know the companies I am
talking about, the energy giants like
Enron Corporation, which is going to
take 350 million more dollars of our
seniors’ money for tax breaks that are
given to them, and the pharmaceutical
companies that lined up for the big din-
ner that the Republicans held last
night over here at the convention cen-
ter, where they raised over $30 million
for this fall’s election.

Let us look at veterans. That is an-
other low priority on the Republican
list. This administration has proposed
a 250 percent increase on copay for
pharmaceuticals that our veterans
must buy when they go into the vet-
erans’ clinics or veterans’ hospitals.

If one is a heart patient or somebody
that needs 10 prescriptions a month,
figure out, if one is charged an addi-
tional $7 per prescription, that is over
$70 to $100 additional per month. That
is a tax on our veterans.

Republicans who profess to be the
party of tax cuts would impose new
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taxes on our veterans in the form of
higher pharmaceutical costs, while
pushing for more tax breaks for the
superwealthy and our Nation’s most
profitable corporations.

What about a prescription drug ben-
efit for Medicare, an issue they are fi-
nally getting around to after ramming
through over $2 trillion in tax breaks
over the next 10 years for their cam-
paign sugar daddies? Their plan would
put Medicare on the road to privatiza-
tion, and leaves a $3,600 gaping hole in
coverage between the initial benefit
limits that people would qualify for
and the kick-in of a stop-loss protec-
tion at $4,500 in out-of-pocket spending.

Their plan is so defective it is no sur-
prise that even some leading Repub-
lican experts are skeptical that it
would work. Is it any surprise that the
pharmaceutical industry, whose in-
flated prices are the root cause of the
problem, has endorsed the bill and ac-
tually is hugging it, as I watched them
walk across the streets of Washington?

Republicans are fond of the phrase
‘‘Leave no child behind,’’ even though
the education bill they sent to this
floor through the budget is $2 billion
under last year’s spending. Then how
are we going to leave no child behind?

But what about America’s seniors?
How many of them are going to be left
behind? Every day how many of our
veterans are being left behind? That is
what Republican policies do, they will
leave the American people behind the
eight ball for generations to come.

America needs to put Social Security
first. Our mothers, fathers, grand-
mothers, grandfathers who built this
great country and put their lives on
the line for it, they should not have to
worry. We ought to take care of the
problem here. We owe it to them.

We need to repair the broken lock on
the Social Security lockbox that was
not supposed to be invaded, but it has
been invaded seven times now. We need
to provide prescription drug coverage
for our seniors. We need to create good
jobs for our people here at home, and
not give tax breaks for them to invest
offshore. We need to start creating
wealth and good-paying jobs in this
country again.

We need the Republican Party to get
its priorities straight for a change.

f

PRESCRIPTION DRUG BENEFITS
AND COSTS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
KENNEDY of Minnesota). Under a pre-
vious order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. KINGSTON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I want-
ed to address the House tonight on the
question of prescription drug benefits
and prescription drug costs for our sen-
iors. I have worked very closely on this
issue, and while the Committee on
Ways and Means and the Committee on
Energy and Commerce are busy mark-
ing up prescription drug benefits for
our seniors, which incidentally would

include a no-cost benefit to people
under a certain income bracket, there
are other things that we should be
doing to help lower the cost of pre-
scription drugs.

So I applaud the committee for their
work on it, but with the number in
mind of $1.8 trillion, which is what the
Congressional Budget Office estimates
seniors will be paying for prescription
drugs over the next 10 years, we realize
the size of the task in front of us, so we
cannot just say, let us do a prescrip-
tion drug benefit and be done with it.
There are other things we should do.

One of the things, Mr. Speaker, we
should allow is drug reimportation.
Drug reimportation is very important,
because while we can buy clothes, food,
cars, and, in fact, we can buy prac-
tically anything from our neighbor
north of the border from us in Canada,
the FDA does not allow American citi-
zens to buy their drugs over there.
Even though they are FDA-approved,
the same dosage, the same bottle, the
same brand, the same prescription, we
cannot drive from Detroit over to
Windsor and buy our drugs, according
to the FDA.

Now, that is too bad, because there
are a lot of seniors who already are
doing this and saving thousands of dol-
lars a year, which is an important and
significant savings for anybody, but
particularly for people on a fixed in-
come.

I have a constituent who actually is
buying Lipitor from another country.
The prescription of Lipitor in Texas is
about $90, but if she buys it over the
border, it is $29. The gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. GUTKNECHT) has sub-
mitted for the RECORD time and time
again a list of the costs of drugs for
America versus Europe and America
versus Canada. We need to allow sen-
iors to buy their drugs from any coun-
try they want if they are FDA-ap-
proved drugs, and we should let their
pharmacists do it locally, on a whole-
sale basis.

The second thing we should do, Mr.
Speaker, is look at the patent issue.
Drugs right now get a 17-year patent. I
ask Members, is that long enough, or is
that too short?

One of my concerns is we pay for a
lot of the basic research as American
taxpayers. We pay to the National In-
stitutes of Health and other govern-
ment research agencies, and then we
allow the pharmaceutical companies to
get a big research and development
write-off on their taxes, so we do sub-
sidize drug research.

That being the case, should we allow
a 17-year patent on drugs? When the
patent on Prozac went off last August,
the price of Prozac fell 70 percent. We
have to ask ourselves, this govern-
ment-sanctioned monopoly, is this a
good idea? I bring up the question, Mr.
Speaker. I do not know the answer to
it, but I think we should look at it.

Thirdly, we should look at drug ap-
proval time. The FDA right now takes
3 to 8 years to approve a new drug. We

need to narrow that window. We need
to put safety first, but if we can get the
drug to market faster in a safe way, we
need to do it.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, there is a study
from the University of Minnesota,
which the gentleman may be familiar
with, which actually says as much as 40
percent of the prescription drugs that
are taken are either unnecessary or are
taken incorrectly. We need to help peo-
ple take the prescription drugs in a
safe and in a correct manner, because
the cost, if we can imagine 40 percent
of the drugs being used incorrectly,
that is a tremendous amount of savings
and a huge health hazard.

So these are some of the things we
should continue to do along with the
prescription drug benefit, which the
Republican Party is offering next week
on the House floor.

I want to say these things, Mr.
Speaker. I appreciate the time and the
work the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. KENNEDY) has put into this him-
self, and look forward to following this
process down. As my mother would say
to me, it is the cost, stupid. Bring
down the cost of my prescription drugs.
We need to do it now.

f

THE PROBLEM SENIOR CITIZENS
FACE AFFORDING PRESCRIPTION
MEDICINE
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under

the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2001, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. TURNER) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the minority
leader.

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Speaker, during
this special order hour, the Members of
the Democratic side of the aisle are
going to talk about an issue that we
feel very strongly about, and that is
the problem that senior citizens are
having today affording their prescrip-
tion medicines.

We just heard a few remarks a mo-
ment ago from the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. KINGSTON) talking about
this problem, and yet the real heart of
the problem lies in the fact that this
Congress, and particularly those on the
Republican side of the aisle, have re-
fused to really deal with this problem
of providing adequate prescription
drugs for our seniors.

In fact, next week we are going to
have a Republican plan presented on
the floor of this House. Now, we do not
know yet, since we are the party in the
minority, whether the Republican ma-
jority will allow us to present our al-
ternative plan or not. It may be very
difficult for them to allow us to do so,
because our plan is so attractive to
America’s seniors.

But we are here this afternoon be-
cause we believe it is important for the
American people and our senior citi-
zens to understand the differences in
what the two parties are proposing to
do to help our seniors afford their pre-
scription medications.

Ever since I have been in Congress, I
have received hundreds of letters from
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our seniors complaining about the high
cost of prescription drugs. I have had
numerous town meetings to talk about
the subject, and it brings tears to one’s
eyes to listen to some of the situations
that many of our seniors are finding
themselves in today.

In many cases, they are going to
their local pharmacies with their pre-
scriptions that their doctors have just
given them, and in many cases they are
unable to purchase the medicine that
the prescription prescribes because
they just cannot afford the bill. Pre-
scription drugs have gone up in this
country in price faster than any other
item that we commonly purchase.

Members heard a discussion just a
moment ago about the importance of
allowing prescription drugs to be im-
ported from other countries so that we
can get the same low prices that people
do in Mexico and Canada and every
other place in the world. What was
missing from that discussion is an ex-
planation as to why that problem ex-
ists.

The answer is very simple: The
American people today are paying over
twice the price for prescription medica-
tions as any other people in any other
part of the world, including Mexico and
Canada, because the drug manufactur-
ers charge the highest prices to our
local pharmacies, which we ultimately
end up paying. We think that is wrong.

On the Democratic side of the aisle,
we have had legislation that we have
filed for many years now to try to re-
quire the drug manufacturers to fairly
price their products to the American
people. After all, it is our government
that gives those drug manufacturers
the right to exclusively market those
prescription drugs because we, through
our government, give those manufac-
turers what we call a patent, which is
a guaranteed protection that says for
17 years they can market their prod-
ucts, their medicine, to us without
competition.

As we all know, in a capitalistic soci-
ety, we believe in competition. That is
what holds down prices. But for pre-
scription drugs, there is no competi-
tion. Now, in every other country in
the world, the governments there have
some mechanism to control costs. In
the United States, we do not. That is
why we find the pharmaceutical indus-
try to be one of the largest contribu-
tors to political campaigns of any spe-
cial interest in this Nation.

In fact, our Republican friends last
night had a big fundraiser, and if Mem-
bers read the Washington Post yester-
day, they saw how many of the large
pharmaceutical manufacturers contrib-
uted $100,000 and $250,000 apiece to go to
that event. If we go to a Democratic
fundraiser, we are not going to find the
same thing, because long ago the
Democrats in this Congress said that it
is wrong for the pharmaceutical manu-
facturers to be able to charge people in
this country over twice what they do
people in other nations for the same
prescription medicine in the same bot-
tle made by the same manufacturer.

We are going to have that debate on
the floor of this House next week, be-
cause our Republican friends are pro-
posing their solution for the problem of
prescription drug costs for our seniors.
I must tell the Members that it is a
plan that is wholeheartedly supported
by the pharmaceutical industry be-
cause it fails to deal with the funda-
mental problem that exists not only
for seniors, but for every one of us who
has to buy prescription medicines; that
is, the pharmaceutical manufacturers
are engaged in price discrimination be-
cause they charge on average over
twice for their products to the Amer-
ican people that they charge to people
in any other country of the world.

Our plan would change that. The
Democratic plan says that we will
allow the buying power of the Federal
Government to be exercised by the Sec-
retary of the Department of Health and
Human Services to purchase in bulk
prescription drugs for our seniors so
that they can get fairness in pricing.

Now, Members can imagine how up-
setting that is to the pharmaceutical
industry, because they know if the gov-
ernment gets into the business of help-
ing our seniors get their prescription
drugs and uses the bulk buying power
of the government, those pharma-
ceutical companies are not going to be
able to charge the same high prices
that they are charging to us and our
seniors today.

b 1600

So the Democrats have a plan that
gets pricing under control.

Our Republican friends say, oh, we do
not want to meddle with the pharma-
ceutical industry, but we will provide a
benefit to our seniors; but they do not
want to do it through the Medicare
program as we have known it for so
many years. Medicare, in my judg-
ment, is one of the best programs that
the Congress of the United States ever
enacted; and if my colleagues talk to
seniors today, they are confident in the
Medicare program. They know what it
means, they know what their benefits
are; and the beautiful thing about it,
because we all pay the Medicare tax for
that plan, we all get the benefit when
we reach 65. No matter what our in-
come is, we all get the benefit because
we have all paid in. It is why Medicare
enjoys such widespread support among
the American people.

Our Republican friends say they do
not want to add a prescription drug
benefit to regular Medicare. What they
are proposing is that we have a sepa-
rate program that, in fact, would be a
private insurance plan. In essence, they
are going to come to the floor of this
House next week and say we are going
to require the private insurance indus-
try to offer a prescription drug plan for
all our seniors.

We have been down that road before
over a year ago in this House, and we
had hearings, and the insurance indus-
try came in and testified under oath
that they will not offer such private in-

surance plans because they know the
only people that are going to buy them
are the people that need prescription
drugs, and it is hard to offer an afford-
able plan if the only people that are
signing up for insurance are people
that need prescription drugs. It is kind
of like the people who buy fire insur-
ance. If the only people that bought
fire insurance for their homes were
people whose houses were going to burn
down, it would be pretty expensive in-
surance. So we spread the risk around.

The Democrats believe we ought to
have a prescription drug benefit as a
part of Medicare, not a private insur-
ance plan, where the seniors will not
know what the premiums are going to
be, they will not know what the cov-
erage is going to be. They are simply
told the private insurance companies of
this country have got to offer some
kind of plan, and it is up to Mr. and Ms.
Senior to figure out which one they
can afford because we are just going to
pay a $35-a-month premium for them,
and they can figure out if they can af-
ford a more expensive plan and add
some money to it to afford a real good
prescription drug plan.

That is not what Medicare has meant
to seniors in this country. Medicare
has given them the security that they
know that if they pay a small premium
for their doctor care and no premium
for their hospital care they are going
to have a defined set of benefits under
Medicare; and this Republican plan
that is coming to the floor next week is
not going to provide them that kind of
assurance.

There is another very interesting
portion to the Republican plan, and
that is, it has in it what we call a
donut hole. That sounds sort of un-
usual, but let me explain it.

What the Republican plan says is
they will have these private insurance
companies that these seniors will have
to sign up with, they will have them
pay 80 percent of the first $1,000 of the
prescription drug costs a year, and
they will require these insurance com-
panies to cover 50 percent of the second
$1,000 of the prescription drug costs a
year; but when they get over $2,000 in
prescription drug costs, all the way up
to about $5,000, there is no coverage
under the Republican plan.

It creates a very interesting situa-
tion because we all know that, on aver-
age, seniors in this country today are
paying around $300, little less than $300
a month for their prescription drugs. In
fact, it is not uncommon to find sen-
iors are paying $400 and $500 a month
for prescription drugs.

I ran into a gentleman in my district
a few months back. He said between
him and his wife they pay $1,400 a
month in prescription drug costs. I do
not know how he did it. I do know the
gentleman, and I know he is on the
bank board and he may be a man of
some wealth, but can my colleagues
imagine, for average seniors, if they
find themselves burdened with $1,400 of
prescription drug costs a month? It can
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happen. It can happen to my col-
leagues; it could happen to me.

If we look at this chart, how much
would the average senior save in pre-
scription drug costs under the Repub-
lican plan versus the Democratic plan?
Under the Republican plan, people will
save 22 percent of their current pre-
scription drug costs. Under the Demo-
cratic plan, they will save 68 percent.
Obviously, a more generous benefit
under the Democratic plan.

In fact, if someone has under the Re-
publican plan $400 a month in prescrip-
tion drug costs, that is, $4,800 a year,
under their plan, they would pay $3,920,
and the plan would pay them only
$1,300. How many seniors do my col-
leagues think are going to sign up for
a plan with a benefit that is that mea-
ger? I do not think many, and I think
when our seniors find out that here we
are on election eve and our Republican
friends have run out on to the floor of
this House and passed a sham prescrip-
tion drug plan that really does not
mean anything to them, I think they
are going to hold them accountable
when the election comes in November.

We all know that our seniors are well
and past time for relief on their pre-
scription drug cost. If medicine had
been such a significant part of our
health care costs when Medicare was
first enacted into law in the 1960s, we
would already have a prescription drug
element in Medicare; but back in those
days, we did not have all of these mir-
acle drugs, and prescription drugs were
a very small portion of total health
care costs.

So when the Congress and President
Johnson proposed Medicare for our sen-
iors, nobody thought about putting a
prescription drug coverage in it; but
times have changed, and if my col-
leagues and I get sick, one of the big-
gest parts of our health care expenses
will be prescription drugs, and I think
we are thankful for all those prescrip-
tion drugs because they are providing
us cures to many very serious illnesses.

What good is the cure if we cannot
afford the pill? That is the situation
facing our seniors today. So we are
here this afternoon, members of the
Democratic Caucus in this House, to
talk about the plan that we think is
right for America’s seniors and to
point out the deficiencies in the sham
plan that is coming to this floor next
week and with perhaps the denial of
our side to even offer what we think is
a much better plan.

So we believe it is important for us
to spend some time talking about it. I
am joined today on the floor by several
of my colleagues, Members of this Con-
gress, who have fought hard for many
years for prescription drug coverage for
seniors.

The first one I want to recognize is
the gentleman from Arkansas (Mr.
BERRY), a pharmacist by training, a
man who understands better than most
of us the problem of the high cost of
prescription medicine; and I am proud
to yield to him and to thank the gen-

tleman from Arkansas for his steadfast
leadership on this most critical issue.

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Texas, and I thank
him for his leadership and the great
work that he has done on this issue
throughout the years and also his
friendship and willingness to cooperate
not only with me but with many others
in the Democratic Caucus to try to
solve this problem for our senior citi-
zens and for all Americans.

Mr. Speaker, it is a sad day when we
come to this floor once again, and we
have done this over and over. I came in
with the gentleman from Texas in 1997.
Ever since then, we have been coming
to this floor, coming to the well of the
House, repeatedly asking the United
States Congress and the House of Rep-
resentatives to pass a prescription drug
plan for our seniors.

The reason I say it is a sad day, we
know how to do this. We know how to
pay for it. We know that we can do it.
Just last weekend, I was back home in
Arkansas, ran into a dear, dear friend,
has breast cancer, has to take expen-
sive medicine. Her medicine in Arkan-
sas costs $775 a month, just for one par-
ticular item. She can buy that medi-
cine in Canada for $70, same medicine,
made in the same place, does the same
thing for a person, made by the same
company; but it costs 10 times as
much. That is not right. It is not fair.
It is unbelievable that the United
States Congress has allowed that to go
on and on and on.

We tried to do something about that.
In December of 2000 as an amendment
to the agricultural appropriations bill,
we made it possible for the Food and
Drug Administration to put a stop to
that very practice, to make it so that
Americans could buy their medicine at
the same low price as every other coun-
try in the world. We passed it, Senate
passed it, President Clinton signed it
into law; but today, it has never been
implemented because the instructions
were given to the Food and Drug Ad-
ministration, do not implement this
law, do not let this happen.

The same folks that made that deci-
sion attended that multi-million dollar
dinner last night at the convention
center right here in Washington, D.C.,
that was paid for in large part by enor-
mous, hundreds of thousands of dollars
in contributions from the manufactur-
ers of prescription medicine. I wonder
why they did that? That is unbeliev-
able. That is so inhumane that we can-
not imagine that we would allow this
to happen.

I never go home and spend time with
my constituents that I am not re-
minded, prescription medicine is abso-
lutely throwing our senior citizens
community into abject poverty, over
and over again; and my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle have this same
experience. It is not unique to the First
Congressional District of Arkansas. It
is not unique to east Texas. It is not
unique to Connecticut. Every one of us
sees this every time we go home.

Our seniors have a Social Security
check that will not even pay their drug
bill; but if they lived in Canada, if they
lived in Mexico, if they lived in Great
Britain, if they lived in Panama, if
they lived in Argentina, or Russia,
they would have enough money be-
cause they would not be getting
robbed, and yet we allow this to go on
and on.

I represent a rural district, grew up
in a rural community, place that is
very special to me. We did not have a
lot, but we did not know it. We had a
lot of very wise people in that commu-
nity that I grew up around. They had a
lot of sayings. Sometimes they made
sense and sometimes they did not. One
that I particularly remember that this
particular situation brings to mind,
they used to say, Don’t worry about
the mule going blind, just load the
wagon.

I can tell my colleagues for a fact
that the American people and certainly
the senior citizens in this country have
had their wagon loaded. They cannot
pull any more. They cannot bear any
more burden as far as the cost of their
prescription medicine and the way the
prescription manufacturers in this
country continue to rob the American
people. This is something we should
not allow to continue.

Just yesterday I believe the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means marked up
a new prescription drug bill. Talk
about loading the wagon. My colleague
from Texas has already described the
bill. It takes Medicare funds that are
collected, supposed to be used to pay
for health benefits for our senior citi-
zens, and it does not buy one single
pill. It does not buy any medicine.
They take that money with that bill,
and they give it to the insurance com-
panies; and they say now we want the
insurance companies to provide a pre-
scription drug benefit for our seniors.

b 1615

We are going to give you billions of
dollars, and we know, since you gave us
millions of dollars in the last election,
that you are going to write a good pre-
scription drug benefit for our seniors.
But we are going to let you charge
whatever you want to for it. We hope
you do not charge any more than $35,
but if you charge more, that is your de-
cision.

Now, we have actually tried this in a
few places. In some of the places they
have tried it, what they thought was
going to cost $35 ended up costing $85.
If we add up the Republican plan that
came out of Ways and Means yester-
day, after a senior citizen would spend
$3,170 out of their own pocket, if they
were real lucky, had a real good insur-
ance plan, and an insurance company
that really wanted to do the right
thing, they would receive a benefit of
$1,100. Now, who wants a deal like that?

None of this is guaranteed in this
bill. There is not a defined premium.
We do not know how much it will be. In
the Democratic plan it is $25. We put it
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in the bill. There is not a defined ben-
efit. We do not know what drugs they
would pay for, whether they would
have to be in the formulary, not in the
formulary. We do not know what it
would be. If I ever saw a pig in a poke,
this is it.

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Speaker, If the gentleman will yield on
that.

Mr. BERRY. I will be glad to yield to
the gentleman from Connecticut.

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. I espe-
cially want to comment on the re-
marks of the gentleman from Texas
earlier with respect to insuring this
initiative. I hail from the great city of
East Hartford, in Hartford, home of the
insurance industry, and I am very
proud of that. But as the gentleman
from Texas indicated earlier, under
oath, people in the insurance industry
understand that this is a sham; that
this is something which simply cannot
be underwritten; that actuarially it is
impossible to ensure this kind of risk.
And they do so candidly.

In talking to one CEO, he said this
would be like trying to underwrite get-
ting a haircut. So to perpetrate this
kind of a sham and a myth on the el-
derly is outrageous. And the only thing
more outrageous is the high prices that
they are paying. And the only thing
more outrageous than that would be if
we do not have an opportunity to
present a Democratic alternative here
on the floor.

I commend the gentleman from Ar-
kansas and the gentleman from Texas
for their long-standing work and ef-
forts in this specific area. But even the
insurance industry CEOs understand
this is a sham; that it cannot work;
that it cannot possibly be priced where
anyone who need this benefit could af-
ford to purchase the insurance that
would cover it.

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Connecticut. And,
as I said when I began, it is sad that we
are back on this floor once again to
have to talk about this issue when we
have senior citizens and other Ameri-
cans all over this country today that
are being put at a tremendous dis-
advantage just because we have contin-
ued to allow the prescription drug
manufacturers in this country to rob
them.

In Washington, D.C., we have a mul-
titude of strategists, consultants, and
people that read polls to figure out a
strategy to win politically. What the
strategists have told our colleagues
across the aisle is it does not matter
whether they pass anything or not, it
does not matter whether they help the
people that are getting robbed, it does
not matter whether they provide a se-
rious prescription drug benefit for sen-
ior citizens or not. The only thing that
matters is to vote for something; make
them think we are going to do some-
thing.

That is just simply not the right
thing to do. There are many Members
in this House on both sides of the aisle,

and we just had a couple of Repub-
licans earlier this afternoon talk about
how unfair it is that Americans pay
more than anyone else for their medi-
cine. They have the right idea about
prescription medicine for America.
What we would like to do is, for once,
in the 107th Congress, let us all come
together to solve a real problem and to
do away with a serious injustice to the
American people and to our senior citi-
zens.

Like I said a while ago, we can do
this. We know how to do it. This is not
rocket science. The interesting thing is
that there are many financial analysts
that have looked at this and said if we
do the right thing, make this medicine
affordable, the drug companies will
still make more money because they
are going to sell a lot more product.

Right now, we have got senior citi-
zens and other Americans that just
simply do not take their medicine be-
cause they cannot afford it. Imagine a
horror movie where there is a terrible,
unscrupulous, evil person that owns
and has in their possession the medi-
cine to save someone’s life, and they
sit across the table from that person
and hold it just out of their reach, and
laugh and ridicule them and make fun
of them because they cannot afford it.
They would have control. That is a
scene that none of us would appreciate
nor would want to be a part of. But ef-
fectively that is what we do in this
country when we allow the drug com-
panies to overprice their product and
overcharge the American people.

All we are asking for is a free market
situation. Take away the monopoly.
Let the market do its work. I am con-
fident that if we do that, we will solve
an enormous problem. We will do a lot
of people a lot of good, and the drug
companies will make just as much, if
not more, money than they are making
right now.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Connecticut.

Mr. LARSON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Arkansas and
again applaud both he and the gen-
tleman from Texas for their continued
efforts on this floor, along with our dis-
tinguished colleague, the gentleman
from Maine (Mr. ALLEN), who has also
been outspoken with respect to this
important issue.

The gentleman from Texas, I think,
outlined very succinctly the issue we
face here. So many seniors have waited
in anticipation, after hearing every
Presidential candidate, both through-
out the primary season and then into
the election of 2000, talk about how
this was the most important issue fac-
ing not only seniors, but Americans in
general, and to have virtually almost
every Member of Congress and mem-
bers of State legislative bodies as well
come forward and say this is the most
important issue to seniors. And so
while we have universal agreement
that this is the most important issue
confronting our senior population, to
date we have not seen anything come
to the floor.

What an outrage. What a shame. A
great Republican President once said,
you can fool some of the people some of
the time, but the American public will
not be fooled by sleight of hand, will
not be fooled by sham proposals. They
want a straightforward, direct answer.

We should have open debate on this
floor about an issue that everyone uni-
versally agrees with should be debated.
It is our sincere hope that we have a bi-
partisan resolution. I heard the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. GUT-
KNECHT) on the floor earlier pleading
about the cost of price and the gen-
tleman from Georgia talking about the
cost of price and the need for us to get
this under control. So, therefore, we
ought to have an open debate on this
issue, but the American public should
be tuned in and understand and be able
to see proposals side by each and make
up their minds on who is putting for-
ward a proposal that best suits their
needs.

This generation that has been her-
alded by Tom Brokaw and others as the
greatest generation ever, this genera-
tion that has been heralded in the mov-
ies, in books, on the radio, what do
they say? They say the time for lip
service is over, the time for platitudes
is through; provide us with a prescrip-
tion drug policy that works, that is
universal. As the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. TURNER) pointed out, that
should have been included under the
Medicare provision in 1965 so that sen-
iors everywhere would have the oppor-
tunity to get prescription drugs at a
price they can afford.

The gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
GUTKNECHT) articulated it very well
earlier. What we have done is we have
turned our senior population into refu-
gees from their own health care sys-
tem, refugees that have to leave their
own country and travel to Canada to
afford the prescription drugs that they
need to sustain their lives.

Is that how we treat the greatest
generation ever? Is that how we award
our veterans for their valiant service,
that when they need their Nation most
in the twilight of their years, when
they want to live out their final days
in dignity, we are arguing over the cost
of a plan? Then if there is a difference
between the plans, and the difference is
the cost, let the parties be known by
what they stand for and whom they are
willing to stand up for, and if it is a
matter of cost, then the cost has al-
ready been paid, and it has been paid
for dearly by the sacrifice of genera-
tion after generation of Americans, es-
pecially those who came back and re-
built this Nation, who provided their
children with the best education ever,
that saw this great country rise to the
preeminent military, economic, social
leader in the world, and for their
thanks they are deserving of living out
their final days in dignity.

I commend the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. TURNER), I applaud the gen-
tleman from Arkansas (Mr. BERRY),
but I recognize deeply as well that
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there is an outrage that is being per-
petrated. Americans everywhere should
be phoning in and calling and making
sure. Perhaps maybe some would agree
and argue and say, you know what, we
think perhaps their approach is better.
Then fine. This is America. This is a
democracy. Let us lay that proposal
out as we are told we are going to see
next week, but allow the Democratic
proposal. I can’t believe I am saying
this in this Chamber. Allow the Demo-
cratic proposal. Of course the Demo-
cratic proposal should be presented
side by each, and it should be fully de-
bated. That is what Americans expect.
That is the premise on which this Na-
tion was founded. Let it take place. Let
it unfold as it well should next week
when we have an opportunity to see
both plans side by each.

The only thing more outrageous than
the price that everyone agrees on,
whether they be from Minnesota or
Georgia or Texas, Connecticut or Ar-
kansas, is that these prices are way too
high, and the people who are paying
the price are our senior citizens, those
all too often who least can afford to do
it. So, therefore, the only thing that
would be more outrageous than the
prices that they are already paying
would be for us in this body not to have
an open and fair debate where every
Member gets to come down and speak
their mind under an open rule on this,
what everyone agrees universally is the
most important issue that faces our
senior citizens, those in the twilight of
their lives who deserve to live out
those final days in dignity.

b 1630

I thank the gentlemen from Texas
and Arkansas for their support and
continue to laud their efforts.

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Connecticut (Mr.
LARSON), and I appreciate the passion
with which he speaks on this issue,
which I think is the most important
issue that we face. It clearly is an issue
that has defined more clearly than any
other the difference in viewpoint be-
tween the Democratic Party and the
Republican Party in this House of Rep-
resentatives. I am amazed as I try to
deal with this issue and talk to my sen-
iors when they struggle to know why
can the two parties not sit down and
figure this out for seniors. They
thought it was going to be done after
the last Presidential election.

It breaks my heart to have to explain
to them the difficulty that we are hav-
ing getting this done in Washington,
and the reasons that we are having
trouble are totally inexcusable. It is
not just a matter of the fact that our
plan provides a more generous benefit
for seniors. In fact, I believe that our
plan is the only plan that seniors
would want to sign up for because our
plan and the Republican plan are both
voluntary. If seniors do not want it,
they do not sign up and pay the pre-
mium. I do not think that they will
sign up for an insurance plan that only

offers 22 percent of the savings and the
Democratic plan offers over twice as
much.

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Speaker, they could not afford to sign
up. It is impossible to underwrite that
actuarially. Every insurance man and
CEO will say that. They have sworn
under oath that is the case. The gen-
tleman is right about this being a de-
fining moment, not only for the respec-
tive parties, but for America and for
this Chamber. Between this body and
the other body, there are 535 Members.
There are over 600 pharmaceutical lob-
byists currently working the Hill. It is
time to decide who is going to have
their say in the well of this House and
on this floor, whether it is going to be
the money changers or whether it is
going to be the men and women of this
Chamber who are going to be allowed
to vote up or down, to have a say on
the proposal that they are putting
forth, the Democratic proposal the gen-
tleman has espoused this evening.

Mr. TURNER. When the gentleman
says that, it makes me realize how dif-
ficult it is to break through when the
Republican friends are so beholden to
the pharmaceutical industry for their
campaign contributions. It is definitely
a factor that weighs heavily in this de-
bate because we cannot get control
over prescription drug costs unless we
are willing to step forward and tell the
pharmaceutical manufacturers they
have to offer the American people the
same prices they offer people anywhere
else in the world.

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Speaker, the gentleman is absolutely
right. This is tantamount to the same
vote we had on campaign finance re-
form. This is truly a profile-in-courage
vote. And the vote here is merely just
to allow two programs to appear side
by each, the best effort of one party,
the best effort of another party, and
then to vote that issue up or down. We
are told that perhaps even votes to re-
commit will not be allowed.

A vote to recommit in my mind is
inane anywhere, and it is an abroga-
tion of our responsibility and duty, es-
pecially since every single Member has
campaigned on this issue in their dis-
trict. It is a shame that Members who
are not chairs of committees and who
do not normally get a chance to speak
unless they come after business is done
will not have an opportunity to speak
on this issue. Every voice in this
Chamber should be heard on this spe-
cific issue.

This is the issue, after all, as the gen-
tleman points out, that everyone cam-
paigned on. There can be no more hid-
ing. There can be no more putting this
off. Seniors cannot wait. Each day that
we delay is another evening that a cou-
ple spends, or a single person spends at
night trying to decide how they can af-
ford what they have to pay for the cost
of their prescription drugs or what
they have to pay to heat and/or cool
their home or the very food that they
need to place on their table to sustain
them.

We are a better Nation than that. We
are a better Chamber than that. On
both sides of the aisle I believe both
parties want to see a vote on this issue.
Let us make sure that we get a chance
in an open rule to have an opportunity
to vote our conscience, our hearts, and
vote with the senior citizens of this
great Nation of ours.

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Speaker, the
American people deserve to have the
opportunity to choose between these
two competing plans, and they will not
have the opportunity to choose be-
tween the two plans if the Republican
leadership denies the Democratic cau-
cus an opportunity to offer our alter-
native plan. It is amazing as we stand
here this afternoon on the floor of the
House of Representatives, with thou-
sands of seniors listening to this dis-
cussion, at this very moment the phar-
maceutical industry is running tele-
vision ads trying to promote this Re-
publican plan in almost every State in
this Nation.

In fact, I watched one of the ads this
weekend when I was in my district.
The ad said it was paid for by United
Seniors Association, and has a senior
citizen actor talking about the benefits
of the Republican plan. Not many peo-
ple know that the United Seniors Asso-
ciation is a front group for the pharma-
ceutical manufacturers, well reported,
well known in the major newspapers;
but many seniors will never notice, and
they will think that ad is talking
about something that is good for them.
But the only folks that Republican
plan is good for is the pharmaceutical
industry which backs it 100 percent.

I think it is important for us to be
honest with the American people about
this debate. It is not only a debate of
the power of the pharmaceutical indus-
try versus the rest of the people in this
country and our seniors, it is a battle
that involves the issue of what do we
really think about Medicare. The
Democrats in this House believe Medi-
care has been a successful program for
our seniors. One of the reasons, in addi-
tion to the opposition to the pharma-
ceutical industry, one other reason
that our Republican friends will not
support the plan we propose is because
we add the prescription drug benefit as
a part of the regular Medicare pro-
gram. One of the agendas in the Repub-
lican prescription drug plan is to move
this country away from regular Medi-
care into what we commonly call
Medicare+Choice plans that are run
and offered by the insurance industry.

Now, I come from a rural area, and
there were a few Medicare+Choice
plans offered a couple of years ago, and
some of my seniors signed up for them
because the health insurance compa-
nies said they would give them a little
prescription drug benefit. Those pri-
vate plans have sent out notice to sen-
iors their plan is cancelled, and they
are back on regular Medicare won-
dering how they are going to get any
help with their prescription drugs.

Some people act like the private in-
surance industry is ready to offer
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plans. The truth is we would never
have had Medicare in 1965 if the private
insurance industry would have been
able to take care of the problem of pro-
viding health care for seniors.

But our Republican friends say we
cannot put a prescription drug benefit
as a part of regular Medicare because
they know that if they do, everybody is
not only going to be happy with reg-
ular Medicare, they are really going to
be happy with Medicare if we can get
the prescription drug problem solved;
and they will not have the opportunity
to push this country toward private
health insurance for all Medicare re-
cipients. That is the heart of the issue
that we are debating here today.

I am pleased that I have got another
Member of the Democratic caucus here
who has worked hard trying to help us
provide coverage for our senior citi-
zens, the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
PHELPS), a tough fighter for his con-
stituents, who believes in the Medicare
problem and believes in a real prescrip-
tion drug benefit, and I am proud to
yield to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. PHELPS).

Mr. PHELPS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. TURN-
ER), the gentleman from Arkansas (Mr.
BERRY), and the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. LARSON). The challenges
are before us, and I thank the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. TURNER) for
bringing us here to talk about this
issue, which I think could possibly be
the most important domestic concern
outside of homeland security and what
we are trying to do against the terror-
ists than any other issue.

First, I will go into a more formal
statement, and then I will talk in more
informal terms.

Mr. Speaker, the time has come to
implement a real prescription drug
plan for seniors. John and Ann Craig
are residents in Muddy, Illinois, a rural
setting in southern Illinois not far
from my hometown of Eldorado. It is a
small community, coal mining, farm-
ing community. The Craigs suffer from
a combination of diseases, including di-
abetes, heart disease and high blood
pressure. His medication runs around
$450 a month while her medication runs
around $850 a month. They pay a total
of $1,300 a month for prescription drugs
and receive a mere $700 in Social Secu-
rity. The Craigs own a small farm
where they have worked hard most of
their lives. However, their over-
whelming pharmacy bills have effec-
tively ruined any chance of worry-free
retirement because their savings have
been used on medications.

This is just one example of the many
that we can give of the unnecessary
hardships our citizens are facing due to
over-priced prescription drugs. We use
names and faces many times to make
this debate and these issues come alive,
to be real, because we deal with so
many facts and figures and statistics,
that it can have a tendency to be arti-
ficial, and that is why with these peo-
ple’s permission, their examples.

It is time to stop the delays and pass
meaningful Medicare reform that will
help our seniors and not confuse them.
We need a prescription drug plan that
will help each and every senior in need.
The Republican plan, the plan of the
other side of the aisle, contains a huge
gap that will leave out a number of
seniors. This plan will not provide any
coverage for drug costs between $2,000
and $3,800. The inadequate average cov-
erage is sure to leave many of our sen-
iors out in the cold.

Their plan also contains many other
provisions that need to be changed.
There is no defined benefit, no guaran-
teed premium; and geographic inequal-
ities exist. This issue is way too impor-
tant to millions of Americans to not
have a definite fair plan that will ben-
efit each and every senior citizen who
cannot afford to pay for their monthly
medication.

b 1645
The Democratic plan, our plan, gives

seniors what they are looking for.
There are no gaps in coverage. There is
a guaranteed premium and a defined
benefit. Our plan will help seniors ob-
tain prescription drugs with ease and
not confusion. That is an important
item. We know with insurance plans
and all these other medical dictates,
there is much confusion, directions, all
kinds of small print, footnotes that
they overlook many times. We want
something simple, to be understand-
able and affordable. Our citizens are
depending on us to work together to
come up with a simple plan that will
bring them prescription drugs at a
price they can afford, a price that does
not take a large chunk out of their
monthly budget that would normally
be spent on food and other necessities.
We have a moral and ethical responsi-
bility to look out for our seniors. We
must implement a plan that will ben-
efit each and every senior that is pay-
ing ridiculous prices for their nec-
essary medications.

I wanted to come to this sacred insti-
tution to have a fair, courteous, yet
professional exchange. We call it de-
bate. This is what we will engage in in
our campaigns from now to the elec-
tion in the fall. We will go back to our
districts and we will try to come before
our constituents, the citizens of our
district and our State, and try to com-
pare and contrast where we stand on
issues as opposed to our opponents.
That is the campaign. But while we are
here, after we went through our cam-
paigns and made promises, each and
every one of us, that we would address
this issue, not this session, but even
the session before, people are won-
dering and are asking questions: You
stood before us on camera, you stood
before us in debate in person in our
town hall meetings, in our assemblies
and our auditoriums, and you made
promises, and there was rhetoric that
was going out. We wonder now why
there is not action to follow.

That is why I stand here today. That
is why I wanted to be elected to be the

Representative of the 19th District in
Illinois, downstate in southernmost Il-
linois, where health care and the prob-
lems are unique, a very highly medi-
cally underserved, manpower shortage
area. Where I chaired the health care
committee in the Illinois House in my
14 years of service there, I chaired both
the education and the health care com-
mittees, I know the uniqueness of rural
health care and the challenges there.
The senior citizens are great numbers
in the rural areas, because they make
up the generations of our small family
farmers and our small businesses and
our unique craft shops that now are not
as numerous as they once were. But
they have roots there, and they want
to stay where their loyalties are and
their children have been raised.

This is why this is a great challenge
to us to address this now. This is the
greatest deliberative body in the world,
in a free society where we can come to-
gether, hopefully after being elected
equally, not one higher than the other,
we are here on an equal basis. We vote
for our leaders to be placed in leader-
ship to go to meetings, a strategic task
force that we all cannot congregate in
because time will not allow. We elevate
those because the people we represent
put us in place to put others in place.
That is what leadership is all about.
Our leadership is representing us, after
we have asked them to, to make sure
that this issue is way out front without
further delays, affordable, clear and
simple, and that it has the kind of
quality that we promised them during
our rhetoric during our campaigns.

Students often ask me when I visit
the classroom, and as a former teacher
I do that quite often. I stay in touch
with the young people. If you want to
know what is going on in the house-
hold, talk to the students and the chil-
dren. I visit them. Their number one
question is, can you tell me, even
though they have studied, I am sure,
history, and by training I am a history
and geography, social studies teacher,
they say, what are the differences be-
tween the Democrat and the Repub-
lican Parties? They hear the spin on
the radio and TV shows and the propa-
ganda that are slanted one side or the
other, by both parties, by the way, that
we engage in, but I try to tell them to
watch this prescription drug issue
come alive.

By the way, the only reason it is
coming alive is that the Democrats had
to force it, just as we did the patients’
bill of rights debate, because there was
no such debate. There was a plan not to
be one, because that would expose the
sleight of hand of those in the majority
that cater to the big interests that
dominate those issues of health care,
the insurance companies and the phar-
maceutical industry. That is the big-
gest influx of support and dollars that
the Republican Party enjoys, as just
even last night we saw.

This is why we are here, to clarify
and to ask, come forth with your plan,
make it clear to us, and we will debate
it here before the American people.
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The biggest difference between the

plans are, first and foremost, we want
to manage it through Medicare, not let
the HMOs, as they have done through
the other insurance plans. We do not
want to put, as the HMOs have, profits
ahead of people. We want to put people
ahead of profits. We want to keep the
costs down, contain the costs. We want
to make it optional for you to partici-
pate, and affordable is the reason why
you will choose through our plan to
participate. And, finally, to protect the
most vulnerable in our society, the
most frail elderly of our society who
built this country, who endured the De-
pression, came through the wars, the
world wars, the most burdensome
world wars that took its toll on their
lives. Many of them are disabled,
handicapped because of those wars, and
the most prosperous, richest, wealthi-
est country on Earth cannot afford to
help the most vulnerable of our soci-
ety? I am here asking why not?

I thank the gentleman for the oppor-
tunity. I appreciate the leadership of
the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. TURNER. I thank the gentleman
for his passion on this issue and for his
leadership. I know we all feel strongly
about this. I cannot help but think of
the constituents that you mentioned
and the constituents that I visit with
all the time who are struggling to pay
their prescription drug costs. I just ran
into one just the other day, it was at
the Quik Lube in Lufkin, angry that
the Congress had not acted to pass a
meaningful drug plan. I have seen
those seniors board those buses in
Houston to travel to Mexico and come
back and say they have saved $10,000 by
making the trip together.

I know the next gentleman who will
speak understands that problem, the
gentleman from Maine (Mr. ALLEN), a
fighter for seniors on the prescription
drug issue who has also seen in his
State those seniors board those buses
and go to Canada and save thousands of
dollars.

It is a pleasure to yield to the gen-
tleman from Maine.

Mr. ALLEN. I thank the gentleman
for yielding, and I thank the gentleman
from Illinois, who has been such a ter-
rific fighter for this issue since he
came to the Congress.

I will be very brief. I just wanted to
say, the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
PHELPS) was saying, he was trying to
explain to people back home what the
difference is between the Republican
Party and the Democratic Party on
this issue. I would add, in addition to
what he said, that we Democrats do not
believe we can fool all the people all of
the time. For the second election cycle
in a row, the Republican Party has put
up a plan which is an illusion, will not
provide prescription drug coverage to
seniors because the private insurance
market will not provide what they say
it will provide. This plan will not be-
come law. If it becomes law, it will not
provide help to seniors because it relies
on the private insurance market. There

is no guaranteed benefit, no guaranteed
copay. It is whatever the insurance
companies want to charge.

The fundamental problem is that the
people who will sign up for the plan are
those who have very high prescription
drug bills. The insurance industry will
not be able to make money, and so
they will stop providing the coverage.
We have already been through this
with managed care under Medicare.
This kind of approach does not work.

Everyone else in this country who is
employed and has prescription drug
coverage gets their prescription drug
coverage through their health care
plan. For seniors, it is Medicare. All we
are saying as Democrats is let us have
a Medicare prescription drug benefit.
Let us not try year after year, election
after election, to cloud this issue, pre-
tend we have a plan as the Republicans
do and not do anything.

The aversion to strengthening Medi-
care from our friends on the other side
of the aisle is so strong that they will
never do it. They will never do it. Only
a Medicare benefit, only strengthening
Medicare, will provide the solution.
That is what the Democratic plan is.
That is what the Republican plan is
not. That is why we need to pass the
Democratic plan.

Mr. TURNER. I thank the gentleman
again for his strong leadership. We
both came to Congress together. We
have both been fighting for this ever
since we arrived here. On behalf of all
of our constituents who continue to
tell us they need help with the high
cost of prescription drugs, they need a
meaningful, a real prescription drug
plan that is a part of Medicare, that
they can afford, we will continue to
fight.

f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 4931, RETIREMENT SAVINGS
SECURITY ACT OF 2002

Mr. DIAZ-BALART (during the Spe-
cial Order of Mr. TURNER) from the
Committee on Rules, submitted a priv-
ileged report (Rept. No. 107–522) on the
resolution (H. Res. 451) providing for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 4931) to
provide that the pension and individual
retirement arrangement provisions of
the Economic Growth and Tax Relief
Reconciliation Act of 2001 shall be per-
manent, which was referred to the
House Calendar and ordered to be
printed.

f

HUMAN CLONING

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
KENNEDY of Minnesota). Under the
Speaker’s announced policy of January
3, 2001, the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. PENCE) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the majority
leader.

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Speaker, I and sev-
eral of my colleagues, including the
distinguished physician and Congress-
man from Florida by the name of

DAVID WELDON, wanted to rise in this
Chamber to discuss an issue that, while
it has fallen to some extent, to use a
colloquialism, below the radar screen
here in our Nation’s Capital, it is with-
out a doubt the most significant moral
question that the institution of the
Congress will contend with in this ses-
sion of Congress and perhaps, Mr.
Speaker, for many sessions of Congress
to come.

As we debate the restructuring of
agencies of the Federal Government,
the new Department of Homeland Se-
curity, as we debate in memorable
terms, as my colleagues just did, the
extension of benefits under Medicare,
all of these issues pale in comparison
to the potential cultural impact and
the impact on our system of legal eth-
ics that the legalization of human
cloning would represent to our society
and even to our civilization.

Yet even though this body has acted
and awaits action in the balance of the
Congress, I believe it is incumbent
upon the Members of this institution
who cherish the dignity of human life
to rise and to remind our colleagues, as
I will do so in the moments ahead, and
any of those that are looking in about
the profound moral questions that we
wrestle with when we argue in favor of
a ban of human cloning.

It is my hope that as the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. WELDON) joins us
later, he will speak to the medical
questions and myths that surround the
promise of embryonic stem cell re-
search. The gentleman from Florida
will no doubt point out, as many of us
did during the debates, that every sin-
gle breakthrough in the area of stem
cell research has taken place using
adult stem cells, Mr. Speaker. Not a
single breakthrough in medical science
has ever occurred using embryonic
stem cell research. Yet we are being
sold a bill of goods by a technical med-
ical industry that would have us move
the line of thousands of years of med-
ical ethics to permit what they, in al-
most Orwellian terms, refer to as
therapeutic cloning, the cloning of
human beings, of nascent human life,
for the express purpose of testing that
tissue.

I rise today, Mr. Speaker, to say we
must prevent human life from becom-
ing a wholesale commodity that is cre-
ated and consumed. Let me say again,
my theme today, my purpose for rising
in this Chamber with the colleagues
that will join me, is very simple. We
must prevent in this Congress, before
the close of this year, this session of
Congress, we must prevent, by law,
human life from becoming a com-
modity that is created and consumed
in a marketplace of science.

I say that knowing that there will be
those listening in in offices here on
Capitol Hill, there will be those listen-
ing in around the United States, who
think that this is something of a
strange science fiction assertion. But
let me suggest to you as a family man,
as the father of three small children, a
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husband of 17 years, let me say that it
is precisely about that that I believe
this debate over human cloning ema-
nates.
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I come to the floor this afternoon to
speak about really the failure of the
Congress to adopt a ban on human
cloning. It is, Mr. Speaker, without a
doubt, human cloning, perhaps the
most anticipated and even feared de-
velopment in the history of science.
The promise that opening up this Pan-
dora’s box seems to hold for some pales
in comparison to the backdrop of that
great Biblical adage that reads in the
book of Isaiah that, I am God, and
there is no other. Human cloning is
about the creation of human life for
utilitarian ends. It is anticipated, and
it is rightly feared.

For decades, truthfully, humans have
been probing the darkest regions of
their imagination to craft stories in
science fiction where the duplication of
human life is acceptable, but we always
run in, it seems, to the old prophet,
and he says, I am God, and there is no
other.

Over the last several years, advances
in the understanding of cellular biol-
ogy have made it apparent that this
brave new world described by science
fiction writers was not actually that
far off. We have since learned that
cloning is, in fact, a possibility and
could be, or may, Mr. Speaker, I say
with hesitation, may already be, a re-
ality.

Somewhere in the world today, some-
where in America today, while Con-
gress fails to act on a ban of human
cloning, amoral scientists may be in
the process of duplicating human life
and thereby, perhaps, laying the foun-
dation for duplicating a human being,
created always, up until that point,
Mr. Speaker, in the image of God, the
first human being in history created in
the image of another human being.

Several of my colleagues tonight and
I want to examine precisely these ques-
tions, these large moral and ethical
questions, that seem to get left in the
dust behind the promise of somatic cell
nuclear transfer and embryonic stem
cell research.

We hear about the promise. We see
people rising out of wheelchairs, we see
quadriplegics able to walk, and we
want to reach for that, Mr. Speaker,
but we, to do so, must reach across a
line that mankind has never and
should never cross.

Cloning involves the making of an
exact genetic copy of a human being
through a process called somatic cell
nuclear transfer. In the process, the
DNA is removed from the cell of a
human, and it is transferred to an egg
cell. The result is the formation of a
human embryo, the beginning of
human life. Theoretically, if this em-
bryo were implanted in a womb, it
would have the ability to follow the
normal stages of development until a
human being is born.

I say to you today that while most of
us recognize the problems of using
cloning for procreation and are pre-
pared to outlaw the practice of it, Mr.
Speaker, there are some who would
have us talk about somatic cell nuclear
transfer as though what was created
was not human life, and there is great
confusion on this point.

I say, not in an effort to crowd the
upcoming remarks of the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. WELDON), but I say,
Mr. Speaker, with deep humility, that
there are many in this debate who
want to refer in cavalier ways to that
embryonic tissue and say it is some-
thing other than human life. Mr.
Speaker, if it is not nascent human
life, what is it?

I was provoked to come to the floor
of this Congress by the words of some
of the advocates of so-called thera-
peutic cloning, who are now about the
business of sharing a new slogan with
America, and it is a slogan that in ef-
fect says a single cell can feel no pain.
A single cell can feel no pain, as
though the moral and ethical line
would not be crossed in the absence of
pain. It is an absurd anti-intellectual
and antihistorical assertion, and I call
it as such, regardless of who may use
it.

Many in the scientific community,
Mr. Speaker, believe that nascent em-
bryonic life should be used for medical
research through this procedure known
as therapeutic cloning. They have
come up with this innocuous term. It is
very misleading. In this procedure the
cloned embryo is created solely for the
use of its parts. The human is given
life, only to be destroyed a few days
later for specialized stem cells.

I go back to the thesis of my remarks
today. We must prevent human life
from becoming a wholesale commodity
that is created and consumed and de-
stroyed, which is precisely what thera-
peutic cloning is, Mr. Speaker. It is the
creation of embryonic human life to be
destroyed for its parts.

Despite the fact that research on em-
bryonic stem cells has yet to produce
any treatment for any medical condi-
tion, as I said before, researchers are
calling the cloning and harvesting of
embryonic stem cells ‘‘therapeutic.’’
Humanity is contemplating the cre-
ation of a subclass of human life that is
created and killed for the benefit of
other humans.

Mr. Speaker, I come from south of
Highway 40 in Indiana. I am not the
brightest bulb in the box. But, for cry-
ing out loud, how can we suggest that
this is anything other than the cre-
ation of a form of human life that we
have never recognized before, the cre-
ation of a class of human life that ex-
ists to benefit other humans who are
farther along in their physiological de-
velopment?

I often say to my children, it is not
sufficient to think once about hard
issues, you have to think twice. Mr.
Speaker, this is one of those issues
where you have to think twice, and the

moral and ethical issues raised even by
experimental and so-called therapeutic
cloning become obvious.

I fear we are turning life literally
into a wholesale commodity to be cre-
ated and destroyed. Make no mistake,
if we proceed down this course, mil-
lions of human embryos, nascent
human life, will be created and then de-
stroyed, and even then we may not at-
tain the scientific achievements that
have been promised to us.

Now, some may be willing to say
that, well, there will not be that much
destruction of nascent human life, but,
Mr. Speaker, less than 3 percent of
cloned embryos in animal studies are
successfully implanted to go to term.
Birth defects occur in legion numbers.
Literally, Dolly the Sheep was the
product of thousands of failed aberra-
tions in the attempt to clone a single
mammal.

And to think of this kind of experi-
mentation, as we go not just from the
therapeutic cloning, the cellular level,
stem cell research, but we know in our
hearts there will be those media-hound
scientists who will want to show up
with the first cloned baby. Think of the
children who will go before the first
baby. Think of the birth defects. Think
of the spontaneous abortions. If Dolly
the Sheep is to be the instructor, if the
experience of cloning experimentation
on mammals teaches us anything, it
teaches us that there will be a night-
mare of destruction leading to that one
fully cloned human being.

I do not know about the rest of my
colleagues, but it is my firm conviction
that scientific advancement is not
worth the price of human embryo fac-
tories. It is also not worth the price of
one innocent unborn human life that
attempts to make it to term, but, be-
cause the scientific technology is not
sufficiently advanced, it dies in utero
or after delivery.

Human cloning must be stopped in
every form. Unfortunately, those who
support cloning are attempting, I
would argue, in some cases to twist the
facts to fit their agenda. Recent state-
ments by supporters of cloning suggest
that cloning actually is not cloning,
that it is medical research on a cluster
of cells stripped of their humanity. Mr.
Speaker, I fear that this utilitarian
logic has caused us to overlook deep
ethical and moral implications in-
volved in cloning.

But also I would say humbly, as I
prepare to recognize my colleague and
friend from Florida, that not only are
they wrong on the ethics and the mo-
rality, but, Mr. Speaker, I say with
real humility, they are wrong on the
science. They are wrong on the medi-
cine. They are wrong on the potential
advances that this research affords.

As this Congress moves forward in
this debate, it is absolutely essential
that we do not let the weird science
and the unsubstantiated promises
dominate this debate, but that we look
with the cold eye of science as we
evaluate the promise here.
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I would add, Mr. Speaker, it would be

sufficient for this Congressman, even if
the science held all the promise in the
world, it would be sufficient for me to
oppose human cloning, even cellular
human cloning and research, on moral
and ethical grounds. And yet, inas-
much as it is helpful to our argument,
I have called upon my colleague and
friend, the author of the House bill of
banning human cloning, to join me in
this Special Order today to talk about
the science.

The gentleman from Florida (Mr.
WELDON), before he came to this insti-
tution, was an established physician
with a background in microbiology. He
is a man who speaks with unique au-
thority on these issues in this institu-
tion. It was the reason why we were
able to develop legislation here and de-
velop strong bipartisan support behind
a human cloning ban. Part of the argu-
ment that the gentleman from Florida
made, and I trust will make again
today, is that while certainly morality
and medical ethics for thousands of
years are on the side of banning human
cloning in all its forms, for all of its
purposes, happily, the science is on our
side as well.

With that, I yield to the author of
the ban on human cloning in the
House, the distinguished gentleman
from Florida (Mr. WELDON).

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman for yielding.
I want to thank him for the support
and assistance provided me and all of
the others involved in passing the ban
on human cloning out of the House of
Representatives. The gentleman’s in-
volvement was extremely helpful. I
also want to thank the gentleman for
making arrangements for this Special
Order.

We continue to await action from the
other body on this issue. As we all
know, the bill to ban human cloning,
which I had authored along with my
colleague the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. STUPAK), a Democrat, passed
the House of Representatives now al-
most a year ago. It was July of 2001
that it passed. I just want to point out
that that bill passed the House of Rep-
resentatives by a 100-vote margin, I
think it was 63 Democrats voting for it,
and about 20 Republicans voting
against it, so this is clearly not a Re-
publican versus Democrat issue. It
passed overwhelmingly, with a very,
very clear bipartisan vote.

I just want to underscore that the
bill as it passed the House does not ban
stem cell research. There are a lot of
people that confuse these issues. I will
admit they are complicated.
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I have a background in medicine and

science, and it is easy for me to follow
these things; but for lay people, it is
very, very hard to sort out when are we
talking about stem cell research and
when we are talking about human
cloning.

Also, the bill does not ban cloning
tissues; it does not ban animal cloning.

It specifically bans human cloning.
And for the sake of discussion tonight,
I do want to review exactly what that
is. It is what is called asexual repro-
duction. I have a chart here to my left.
The top row here shows the normal fer-
tilization where the sperm unites with
the egg, it forms a single cell, a fer-
tilized egg, or single cell embryo; and
this next picture here shows a 3-day-
old embryo and then a 5- to 7-day-old
embryo.

In human beings, humans have 46
chromosomes, 23 are resident in the
sperm, 23 are resident in the nucleus of
the egg. They come together, 23 plus 23
equals 46, creating a new human being.
This is how we all begin our path
through eternity here on Earth and be-
yond, as a uniting of 23 chromosomes
from the sperm and the egg.

In cloning, what is done is we take
the egg and we either inactivate the
nucleus with 23 chromosomes in it or,
as shown in this particular diagram, we
have removed it, so we create an egg
that has no nucleus in it, no genetic
material, no chromosomes. Then we
take a donor cell, and in this diagram
it is depicted like the skin cell, and we
take the nucleus out of it. We call
these somatic cells, and that is where
the term ‘‘somatic cell nuclear trans-
fer’’ comes from. The cells in our body,
the skin cells, the cells in our heart, in
our muscles, we call them somatic
cells. Somatic means body.

The process involves taking the nu-
cleus out of that and putting the nu-
cleus into the egg. When that is done,
that is called somatic cell nuclear
transfer. If the process works, 3 days
later we have an embryo that is essen-
tially indistinguishable from this em-
bryo here, except this embryo here is a
unique individual created by the com-
bination of the chromosomes here. This
embryo is actually the identical twin
of the person who donated this cell. So
if I were to donate my cell and some-
body were to go through this proce-
dure, this embryo developing would be
my twin brother, my identical twin
brother. That is why we call it cloning.

This is the exact procedure that was
used to create Dolly the sheep. What
they did in that particular instance is
they took an egg from one sheep, they
deactivated the nucleus, they took an
udder cell, which is essentially a breast
duct cell, and extracted the nucleus
from that, and they created a new
sheep which was a clone of this one.
And then once it grows in culture, we
have to put it inside the womb of a sur-
rogate mother and, ultimately, Dolly
the sheep was to be produced.

The reason I am going through all of
this in exquisite detail is some people
are trying to say this is not really
cloning, that you are not really cre-
ating a human if you do this; and in
humans they like to call it things like
‘‘nuclear transfer.’’ When we start
playing language games like that, we
are essentially trying to tell us all that
Dolly is not a sheep. I mean if we do
this with a person, we will get a per-

son. It will start out like we all do as
a baby and then grow up to become an
adolescent.

Now, what are some of the problems
with this? Well, the number of prob-
lems are huge. They are absolutely gi-
gantic. It took 270 tries to create Dolly
the sheep. Many lambs were born with
very, very severe birth defects. Many of
the offspring amongst the five species
that have been cloned so far emerged
very, very large, very large placentas
and umbilical chords. A woman might
look 9 months pregnant when she is
only 41⁄2 months along. Also, very de-
fective fetuses. Indeed, there was one
research study that showed that all off-
spring from the procedure of cloning so
far have genetic abnormalities. So this
is human experimentation, and it is
human experimentation of the absolute
worst kind.

Now, a lot of people feel that the so-
lution to all of this is to just ban repro-
ductive cloning, make it illegal to
produce a baby, but allow researchers
in the lab to produce these embryos un-
restricted for research purposes. They
even hold out that somehow this could
be used in clinical medicine someday.

I am a physician. I take care of pa-
tients with Alzheimer’s disease, diabe-
tes. I still see patients once a month.
My father had diabetes, died of com-
plications of diabetes. This is very,
very fanciful science, to make claims
that we must allow this research to
proceed because it is going to lead to
all of these ‘‘cures.’’ In my opinion,
that is patently absurd.

Indeed, what they really are talking
about is extracting some of these cells
out of these so-called cloned embryos
and doing what they call therapeutic
cloning where they claim they can
grow replacement tissues for people
that have diseases.

One of the things that I have been ar-
guing for, for well over a year now is
that the arena of adult stem cells actu-
ally shows much more promise. Embry-
onic stem cells, there have been some
problems in research studies where
they tend to grow too much and actu-
ally can become tumor-like in their
growth. We have been using adult stem
cells in clinical research now for years,
actually 20 years. There are some 50
clinical trials using adult stem cells.
Indeed, just today, there was an article
published in Nature, the most recent
issue of Nature, and I think this came
out of the University of Minnesota,
that showed that they could get adult
stem cells to become any tissue type,
and they could get them to reproduce
over and over and over again, essen-
tially validating what people like my-
self have been saying for quite some
time. The study is entitled
‘‘Pluripotency of Mesenchymal, Stem
Cells Derived From Adult Marrow.’’

What they did in the study is they
clearly showed that adult stem cells
can reproduce and reproduce and repro-
duce as embryonic stem cells can, and
that they can become any tissue type,
essentially laying the debate to rest
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that one has to have embryonic stem
cells.

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield, I wondered if it
might be a good opportunity to take
just 2 minutes to recognize the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. PITTS),
because I am very interested, Mr.
Speaker, in eliciting more information
about the promise of adult stem cell re-
search from the gentleman from Flor-
ida, which seems to me is the most
deafening, in addition to the moral and
ethical arguments against somatic cell
transfer, therapeutic cloning for re-
search, the most deafening argument
beyond the morality is the promise of
adult stem cell research.

So with that, with the gentleman’s
permission, I will yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. PITTS),
the leader of the Values Action Team
in the United States House of Rep-
resentatives for the majority. He is
without a doubt the strongest pro-fam-
ily voice in the United States Congress.

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for his leadership on this
issue and for setting up this Special
Order on their very timely issue.

A syndicated columnist, Charles
Krauthammer, says that cloning is ‘‘a
nightmare and an abomination.’’ I
would concur with that. Cloning is like
something from a bad science fiction
movie. The only difference is that now,
some scientists are actually on the
verge of doing it. Now, these scientists
try to deflect our criticism by claiming
that they have no intention of cloning
a person. They say they just want to
clone human embryos so that they can
take their stem cells, and they promise
that they will kill the embryos before
they grow to adulthood. So some have
characterized them as cloning to kill.

Well, no one has said it better than
The Washington Post. The Post said a
few years ago: ‘‘The creation of human
embryos specifically for research that
will destroy them is unconscionable.’’
There is no difference between what
they want to call ‘‘research cloning’’
and what they want to call ‘‘reproduc-
tive cloning.’’ The only difference is
when they kill the human life that
they have created.

Mr. Speaker, these unscrupulous sci-
entists claim that the research they
want to do could cure diseases one day.
But the truth is, there is no evidence
for that. Stem cells, as has been noted
by the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
WELDON), taken from adults have
shown much more promise in research
than stem cells taken from embryos.
Besides, these same people insisted a
few years ago that we had to let them
do fetal tissue research, despite peo-
ple’s moral objections to taking tissue
of aborted fetuses for research, because
they said they might cure diseases.

Well, Mr. Speaker, where are those
cures?

These people are like the boy who
cried wolf. There is no reason we
should believe them. Cloning human
beings is wrong, simply wrong. Even if

they could cure diseases through
cloning, it would still be wrong. The
vast majority of the American people
want it banned, the House of Rep-
resentatives has voted to ban it, the
President of the United States wants
to ban it, and we are all just waiting
for the other body to do the right
thing. I just hope we do not have to
wait too long.

Mr. Speaker, I hope all of my col-
leagues will remember, if we do noth-
ing, if the other body never acts and if
there is no bill to send to the Presi-
dent, cloning, any kind of cloning, will
be completely legal, and there be noth-
ing we can do to stop it.

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for his profound moral clar-
ity and for his continued leadership on
issues related to the sanctity of human
life.

With that I would like to yield back
to the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
WELDON). Specifically, if I may ask my
colleague, as I said earlier in this hour
that we have, it would be sufficient for
me if we simply were arguing on the
history and morality of Western civili-
zation. The truth that rings out of our
best traditions that he is God, and we
are not, would be sufficient for me.
But, Mr. Speaker, as the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. WELDON) began to
address, and I would ask him to elabo-
rate on, the promise of adult stem cell
research in itself argues against the ex-
pansion of or extension of science into
the so-called embryonic or therapeutic
cloning research. I would be grateful to
have the gentleman elaborate on that.

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman for yielding.
Adult stem cells have been used in over
45 human clinical trials to treat human
beings. Embryo stem cells have never
been used successfully in any human
clinical trial.
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Indeed, embryo stem cells have not
really been used successfully in any
animal clinical trial up until recently.
There was a study recently published,
and I need to give the advocates for
embryo stem cell research at least an
honest appraisal, there was recently a
research article in an animal model of
Parkinson’s disease, I believe, in rats,
where they showed improvement in re-
sponse to embryo stem cells in that
particular case.

But hold that up against the tremen-
dous amount of research that has been
done with adult stem cells, and hold
that up against this recent article that
was just published in Nature showing
the pluripotency of mesenchymal stem
cells derived from adult marrow, sug-
gesting none of the ethical and moral
issues associated with embryo stem
cells. Certainly cloning needs to be
brought into play.

I will just point out, the advocates
for embryo stem cell research may
start quoting this recent article re-
ported in Nature, using embryo stem
cells to treat a rat model of Parkin-

son’s disease as a reason they need to
rush ahead with all of this. As I under-
stand it, and I do not have the citation,
there has been published, in abstract
form at least, a case where an adult
brain stem cell was used successfully
to treat Parkinson’s disease in a
human being.

The point I am raising here is the
adult stem cell research is way ahead
of the embryo stem cell research. The
embryo stem cell research is quite hy-
pothetical. It is even more hypo-
thetical to say that we have to do
cloning, that cloning is somehow nec-
essary.

What I honestly think is going on
here, if the gentleman will continue to
yield, is I think the research commu-
nity and a lot of people in the scientific
and biotechnology community know
that therapeutic cloning is never likely
to happen. What they really want to
do, and this is speculation on my part,
is they want to create cloned models of
disease; in other words, taking some-
body with a disease and making a clone
of them, and then allow that clone to
be used and manipulated in the lab so
they can do research on that clone.

Indeed, I think the reason the bio-
technology industry is so interested in
this is they see this as an opportunity
to patent that, and, in effect, one
would be patenting a human being, and
then exploit that for monetary gain;
basically be able to sell these clones as
models of disease so people could try to
do genetic manipulations on them, or
pharmacologic manipulations on them
in the lab.

I just want to point out that this is
the slippery slope. It is a big-time slip-
pery slope. They talk about extracting
stem cells from these things here,
these embryos, and then growing them
into the tissues that are needed. But
there is excellent research that has
been done in creating artificial wombs,
and they have a very, very nice artifi-
cial womb that you can grow an em-
bryo in up to 30 days, if I am not mis-
taken. So why would we not just take
the fertilized egg, it would be much
cheaper and quicker, put it in the arti-
ficial womb, grow it into the fetal
stage, and then extract the tissue that
is needed?

We may say, well, they would never
do that; that sounds so terrible. But a
year ago when we were debating em-
bryo stem cell research, many of the
people advocating embryo stem cell re-
search were saying they would never
sanction or approve the creation of em-
bryos for scientific exploitation and
then destruction. But yet that is now
the very thing they are advocating for.
So I think this is a very, very serious
slippery slope.

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Speaker, I do not
know if the gentleman is familiar with
the famous Nuremberg Code that was
developed and emerged following the
doctors’ trial at Nuremberg in the late
1940s.

Mr. WELDON of Florida. I am.
Mr. PENCE. Most physicians are.
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One of the principal tenets of the

Nuremberg Code was that human sub-
jects must consent to experiments;
death or injury must not be antici-
pated results of the experiment; and
the researcher must obtain the infor-
mation they need by any other means
possible before humans, including ade-
quate animal experimentation.

There are other pieces of the Nurem-
berg Code that require that the re-
searcher is admonished to test his dis-
ease first and foremost on animals, and
no experiment should be undertaken
after all of those have been followed
and unless it can be foreseen to ‘‘yield
fruitful results for the good of society
unprocurable by other methods.’’

Now, it seems to me that the lessons
of Nuremberg, and I would ask the gen-
tleman to speak to that, the lessons of
Nuremberg encapsulated in the Nurem-
berg Code are violated in several sig-
nificant ways from the standpoint of
medical ethics with regard to human
experimentation, and most profoundly
with regard to the fact that, as the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. WELDON)
has said here today, that these ad-
vances are procurable by other means
than experimentation on human
beings.

I wondered, I would ask the gen-
tleman, am I right in my interpreta-
tion of the Nuremberg Code and its rel-
evance to this?

Mr. WELDON of Florida. If the gen-
tleman will continue to yield, yes, the
gentleman brings up an extremely im-
portant point. The Nuremberg Code
emerged in the aftermath of the atroc-
ities committed by many physicians
who were acting complicitly with the
Nazis.

A great deal of scientific information
was obtained from some of that re-
search; for example, how long can a
human survive in very, very cold
water. When I was in medical school,
many physicians in training, and, as
well, many of our professors, felt so
strongly what was done was evil that
we should not even use the informa-
tion; that we should just throw the in-
formation away, that it was so bad.
The Code, of course, emerged.

The critical issue here is some people
do not consider the embryo human be-
cause it does not have an organized
central nervous system; it cannot re-
spond to stimulation. But the critical
issue here is where do we draw the
line? It is human life; it is a developing
human life. We all began that way.

Just as a year ago, they were saying
we would never create an embryo to ex-
tract stem cells from, we only want to
use the excess embryos from the fer-
tility lab. Now they are saying, oh, we
have to create these embryos to cure
all these diseases. The next step will
be, we have to do continued research
and allow these embryos to grow in the
lab to the point where they are devel-
oping a nervous system. So to me, the
safest thing and the best thing to do is
to make it illegal to create a clone at
the very beginning.

I just want to point out, a lot of peo-
ple who advocate cloning for research
purposes, they all say, but I would
never want to see reproductive cloning
move ahead. I want to make a couple of
points about that. If we have labs all
over America creating cloned embryos,
it will only be a matter of time before
one of these embryos is implanted in a
woman, because the implantation proc-
ess occurs within the privacy of the
doctor-patient relationship.

It would be impossible, and as a mat-
ter of fact, I have a letter from the Jus-
tice Department saying it would be im-
possible for them to police that. They
would have to go into all these labs and
keep track of all the embryos. It would
be impossible for them as police agen-
cies to know if a human embryo was
replaced with an animal embryo and
one was surreptitiously implanted in a
woman. So the only way to effectively
prevent this, in my opinion, is to ban it
from the very, very beginning.

Also, we took testimony in my com-
mittee where the representative from
the professional association of doctors
who treat infertility kept saying in his
testimony, a Dr. Cowan, how they did
not support reproductive cloning at
this time. He said it twice.

During the questioning period, I said
to him, ‘‘Why are you saying ‘at this
time?’ ’’ And he made it very, very
clear to me in his response to my ques-
tioning that they would like embryo
cloning to proceed and research cloning
to proceed so they could work through
all the technical problems in cloning,
such as large fetuses, threat to the
health of the mother, and once all
those problems were worked through,
they would like to be able to offer re-
productive cloning to infertile couples.

I thought that was a very, very sig-
nificant statement, because it made it
very, very clear to me that if we do not
ban cloning at its very, very beginning,
eventually we will have reproductive
cloning. Either it will be done surrep-
titiously from embryos that have been
spirited out of these labs and im-
planted in women, or it will be done
openly by fertility experts.

So if the American people do not
want cloning, the best way to prevent
cloning from occurring is to ban it in
its very beginning.

I want to just add one more thing, if
the gentleman will continue to yield.

Mr. PENCE. Certainly.
Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Speak-

er, many liberals voted for the cloning
ban. I thought that was one of the
unique features that emerged from the
debate on human cloning here in the
House of Representatives. We had peo-
ple of very, very divergent opinion. We
had some Christian people, some Jew-
ish people, Democrats, Republicans; we
had liberals and conservatives.

Why is that? Why did people unite
around this ban on human cloning?
They came at it from different perspec-
tives, and for many liberals it was a
woman’s rights issue.

This is an incredibly important
point. It is getting inadequate discus-

sion, in my opinion. If we are going to
allow research cloning to proceed,
these labs are going to need hundreds
and possibly thousands of eggs. Where
are they going to get these eggs? They
are going to get them from women.
How do you get eggs from a woman?
You have to expose them to drugs. You
have to give them drugs to cause some-
thing called superovulation. One of
these drugs that they use has a 30 per-
cent incidence of causing depression.
Then you have to anesthetize the
woman to extract the eggs.

Who will do that? What woman would
put themselves through that, or submit
themselves to exposure to a drug that
has potential side effects including de-
pression, and then submit to a general
anesthetic to extract these eggs? We
know who will do that: women who are
desperate; poor women, women who are
desperately in need of money. It will
ultimately end up in exploitation of
women.

I just want to read this quote from
Judy Norsigian. She is the author of a
book, 2 million copies have been print-
ed and sold, Our Bodies, Ourselves. She
is prochoice. But what does she say?
‘‘Because embryo cloning will com-
promise women’s health, turn their
eggs and wombs into commodities,
compromise their reproductive auton-
omy, and, with virtual certainty, lead
to the production of ‘experimental’
human beings, we are convinced that
the line must be drawn here.’’

She was not alone. She was not the
only person on the left who rose up.
Stuart Newman and several others rose
up and said, on this issue we agree with
the conservatives, that human cloning
should be banned. It is for that reason
that we had such an extraordinary vote
in the House of Representatives.

I feel very, very strongly that if we
cannot get the other body to act on
this issue, we minimally need to make
it illegal to patent a human clone. I
feel also very, very strongly that this
is not only unethical, it is unnecessary.

The research data is showing more
and more the huge, tremendous poten-
tial of adult stem cells, and that the
embryo stem cells indeed may actually
prove to be less advantageous to use. I
honestly think as the science pro-
gresses on this that therapeutic
cloning and reproductive cloning by
the scientific community will ulti-
mately be abandoned, and that the ul-
timate place that many of these advo-
cates of cloning want to go to is cre-
ating cloned models of human disease
that can be manipulated in the lab for
the development of genetic treatments
and for the development of pharma-
cological agents, and that they ulti-
mately want to patent these things so
they can make money off of them. I
think that is what is ultimately going
to end up driving this whole debate in
the United States.

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Florida for his ex-
traordinary remarks about not only
unnecessary, but unethical therapeutic
cloning.
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I am very humbled, Mr. Speaker, not

only to be joined by the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. WELDON), the author
of what we were able to do in the House
in the area of banning reproductive
cloning, but also to have been joined by
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
SMITH), one of the leading members of
the Pro-Family Alliance.

But perhaps more than anyone in
this institution, with the possible ex-
ception of the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. HYDE), the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. SMITH) is and has been for
many, many years the leading voice for
the sanctity of human life in the
United States Congress. He holds the
powerful chairmanship of the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs, but he
speaks with enormous moral authority
on issues related to life.

I yield to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. SMITH).

b 1745

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I thank my good friend, the
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. PENCE),
for yielding me this time, for taking
out this time on this very important
Special Order to look at the issue of
cloning.

The gentleman from Florida (Mr.
WELDON) certainly has been the leader
of this historic legislation. He is the
prime sponsor of the bill that passed in
the House. It ought to be acted on in
the other body as soon as possible for
the sake of humanity, and for the sake
of so many who would be injured irrep-
arably by delay. Delay is denial, and I
hope that Mr. DASCHLE and the leader-
ship on the Senate side will rethink the
dilatory tactics they have engaged in
to preclude consideration of this im-
portant human rights legislation.

In the 21st century, bioethical issues,
Mr. Speaker, really are the human
rights issues, especially in Western de-
mocracies like the United States. I
have spent 22 years working on human
rights issues, including religious free-
dom and trafficking in persons. I was
the prime sponsor of the
antitrafficking legislation. Yesterday
we had a day-long hearing on this
scourge of human trafficking, which in-
jures, hurts and ends in the rape of
women; but in countries like the
United States, where we have a sophis-
ticated medical capability and a sci-
entific capability, bioethical issues are
really a human rights issue.

What we do for those prior to birth,
those who are fragile, whether it be the
issue of abortion or euthanasia or in-
fanticide or, in this case cloning, we
need to step up to the plate and not be-
come enablers by inaction. We have be-
come enablers of atrocities and human
rights abuses. We cannot stand on the
sidelines.

The gentleman from Florida (Mr.
WELDON), our leadership especially, in-
cluding Speaker HASTERT and the rest
of our leadership team, and a bipar-
tisan, real healthy majority stepped up
to the plate to pass this legislation,

and the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
PENCE) has been a real leader in this
Congress on these human rights issues,
especially as it relates to the sanctity
of human life.

Mr. Speaker, just let me say that
promoting human cloning for research
is indeed shockingly shortsighted, and
it lacks a moral basis. I understand the
drive to cure debilitating diseases and
to improve health care for those who
are suffering, because I have been
fighting for funding for disease cures
for 22 years as a Member of Congress.

I would just note parenthetically, I
am the co-chairman of the Autism Cau-
cus, I am co-chairman of the Alz-
heimer’s Caucus. As my good friend in-
dicated earlier, I am chairman of the
full Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.
Half of our budget, approximately, is
dedicated to health care. We have a
significant research budget that we try
to use as wisely as possible to help our
spinal cord-injured veterans and a
whole host of other problems from
post-traumatic stress disorder right on
through.

Let me just say, having fought like
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
WELDON) and so many others trying to
find cures for Alzheimer’s, Parkinson’s,
cancer, lung disease, asthma, spina
bifida, autism and a host of other de-
bilitating diseases, it is cruel, I would
respectfully submit, it is utterly cruel
to tell those who suffer from these dis-
eases that somehow they will be cured
through the making of a clone of them-
selves to cannibalize for parts.

It is also cruel to divert limited re-
sources from promising, ethical adult
and umbilical stem cell research to un-
ethical, impractical human cloning re-
search. There is only so much money
available; and as the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. WELDON) pointed out a
moment ago, in the area of regenera-
tive medicine, adult stem cells, embry-
onic, cord blood, these hold enormous
promise that goes underutilized when
we go on this fantasy of creating
clones.

Again, embryonic stem cell research
derived from clones is unethical. On
the other hand, we have the promise of
real breakthroughs and then real appli-
cation, as we are already doing with
adult stem cells and umbilical cord
stem cells. This research has no ethical
baggage. These provide cures, they pro-
vide hope, and they provide rehabilita-
tion and regenerative capabilities.

Mr. Speaker, human cloning is not
just a slippery slope. It is indeed step-
ping off a moral cliff. If our govern-
ment approved human cloning for re-
search, it would be the first time we
would sanction the special creation of
human life for the sole purpose of de-
stroying it. Not only would we be sanc-
tioning human cloning, we would also
have a law that would require the
death of those human clones, whether
it be at 5 days or 14 days or whatever
new arbitrary line would be drawn.

Human cloning represents the
commodification and eventual com-

mercialization of human life, and it
would create a class of human beings
who exist not as ends in themselves,
like all of us, but as a means to achieve
the ends of others. A law that promotes
human cloning for research is worse,
far worse than no bill at all.

Once stockpiles of cloned human em-
bryos are created for research, how re-
alistic will it be really to have an im-
plementation ban? Not only is allowing
research cloning immoral, it would
also not work. We do not fight the war
on drugs by telling the public to manu-
facture as much cocaine as possible,
pile it up in warehouses, but make sure
to destroy it before anyone can smoke
it or inhale it. If anyone suggested that
strategy on the floor of the House, they
would be criticized from here to break-
fast; but that is exactly what the pro-
ponents of human cloning for research
are advocating, and with a straight
face. In addition, they are not talking
about how these human embryo forms
would be created.

Human embryos, if my colleagues
read ‘‘Brave New World’’ and can look
at the Orwellian visions we have had in
the past, they can happen and will hap-
pen if the gentleman from Florida’s
(Mr. WELDON) historic legislation is not
enacted and enacted soon.

The clock is running out on this, and
I just want to say and reiterate what
the good doc said a moment ago about
the negative impact that this will have
on women. If, as the proponents of re-
search cloning claim happens, they will
someday be able to cure human beings,
which we do not think will happen, but
say it does happen, we will see more
drugs being used, super-ovulating
drugs, to promote this egg harvesting.

I want to reiterate what the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. WELDON) has
on his plaque up there which was from,
‘‘Our Bodies, Ourselves for the New
Century,’’ and it was written by a
woman who does not agree with me or
many of us on the pro-life issue of the
right to life of the unborn, but she
points out, Judy Norsigian, ‘‘Because
embryo cleaning will compromise
women’s health, turn their eggs and
wombs into commodities, compromise
their reproductive autonomy and, with
virtual certainty, lead to the produc-
tion of ‘experimental’ human beings,
we are convinced that the line must be
drawn here.’’

She has joined us, as the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. WELDON) pointed
out, a number of other people who have
never supported a pro-life piece of leg-
islation to cross the line and say, wait
a minute, time out, we are not going to
go across that Orwellian line and man-
ufacture human beings for the sole pur-
pose of destroying them and then
cannibalizing their remains.

This is important human rights legis-
lation that the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. WELDON) has introduced, has got-
ten passed in the House with a bipar-
tisan majority of both sides. We have
got to pass it soon; and again, I call on
the Senate, do not be enablers of
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human rights abuses. We have got to
find a way of getting this legislation
down to President Bush. He has al-
ready signaled clearly and unmistak-
ably, most recently in a White House
ceremony, that he will sign this in a
heartbeat. We have got to do this for
the next generation and for the genera-
tions to come.

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
SMITH) for his passion and extraor-
dinary complement of his participation
in this and would yield for a moment
before we close this Special Order to
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
WELDON).

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman; and I just
want to add, under President Clinton,
he established the National Bioethics
Advisory Commission, and they said,
The commission began its discussions
of cloning, fully recognizing that any
efforts, any humans to transfer a so-
matic cell nucleus into an enucleated
egg involves the creation of an embryo
with the apparent potential to be im-
planted in utero and developed to term,
what they mean by that is a baby, and
that is really what this is all about.

Is it a human life? What is going to
happen to it? Are we going to create,
exploit it and discard it? Are we going
to allow them to be manufactured into
human beings, the first man-created
human in the history of the world?

I say we do not cross that Orwellian
line; we draw the line here, the line of
morality and ethics and say, no, we do
not want to go there.

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. WELDON)
for his thoughtful comments today and
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
SMITH), the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. PITTS). Mr. Speaker, I am
grateful for these men of colossal stat-
ure in this institution and in this coun-
try to join us.

It seems to me, Mr. Speaker, as I
close, we must decide whether we will
master science or be mastered by it. It
is the fundamental moral and ethical
question of our time. As the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. SMITH) said, we
must prevent human life from becom-
ing a wholesale commodity that is cre-
ated and consumed.

In closing, Mr. Speaker, we must be
about the values of the American peo-
ple, people like Mike and Denice Dora,
farmers in Rush County, Indiana, of 15
years, our friends; but they are people
who look and open up that ancient
book upon which our founders placed
so much trust that says, ‘‘Remember
this and consider, recall it to mind,
you transgressors, remember the
former things of old; for I am God, and
there is no other; I am God, and there
is none like me.’’

This debate must center around that
conviction, those values; and if it does,
we will prevent this moral horror of
human cloning at any level, for any
purpose, from becoming a reality in
American civilization.

MINORITY HOMEOWNERSHIP
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

KENNEDY of Minnesota). Under the
Speaker’s announced policy of January
3, 2001, the gentlewoman from North
Carolina (Mrs. CLAYTON) is recognized
for 60 minutes as the designee of the
minority leader.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, this
month was declared homeownership
month, and there will be several Mem-
bers who probably will be joining me. I
know that the gentlewoman from Flor-
ida (Mrs. MEEK) has already submitted
her remarks for the RECORD.

Mr. Speaker, over the last few days,
the President has been promoting an
initiative to increase homeownership
opportunities for minorities and reduce
barriers. The President’s interest and
participation is welcome.

Mr. Speaker, those of us in the Con-
gressional Black Caucus have been
working hard for years to correct the
inequities and eliminate the disparities
of housing opportunities for people of
color and are pleased that the Presi-
dent has recognized the need for such
an effort.

All we can say is WOW. More than a
year ago, the Congressional Black Cau-
cus and the Congressional Black Cau-
cus Foundation launched an ambitious
initiative called With Ownership
Wealth, or WOW for short. The Presi-
dent’s new plan echoes and amplifies
many of our initial goals but may not
have realized the objectives we share in
common. To the extent the President
is joining the lead of the Congressional
Black Caucus Foundation and com-
prehensive group of sponsors which in-
clude the housing financing industry,
the insurance industry Realtors and
nonprofit organizations, including
faith-based organizations, as well as
community development organiza-
tions, it is indeed a step in the right di-
rection.

Mr. Speaker, the Congressional Black
Caucus and its foundation took the ini-
tiative on housing and homeownership
opportunities because for too long the
dream of homeownership for minorities
has been a bit of wishful thinking. We
have been working towards making
those wishes a reality. More detailed
information about the foundation’s
With Ownership Wealth, or WOW, as we
call it, can be found on the Internet,
which is www.wowcbcf.org.

Mr. Speaker, representing a district
in North Carolina that is not only pre-
dominantly rural but also is heavily
populated by Afro-Americans and other
minorities I welcome the President’s
stated intention to step up to help cre-
ate greater wealth in communities
where housing needs are so critical. At
a minimum, the administration an-
nouncement should increase interest of
our industry players and minority
homeownership acquisition.

That said, I must point out that just
as there is a great gap between major-
ity and minority homeownership, so
too there is a gap between the Presi-
dent’s words or his promise or his in-

tention and his administrative work.
The President’s announcement this
week does not mention that his budget
has slashed rural housing programs es-
sentially from the 2002 level, including
a 12.4 percent reduction in funds for
guaranteeing homes for single-family
housing and 11.4 percent cut in the De-
partment of Agriculture direct loan for
single family housing and a whopping
47.4 percent for direct loan for rental
housing.
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There is a significant gap between
the promise and the reality. Mr. Speak-
er, African Americans nationwide have
a home ownership rate of 48 percent
compared with the majority rate of 73
percent. Politicians of both parties,
Democrat and Republican, wax rhap-
sodically, eloquently. They say great
words, great phrases about the Amer-
ican dream. They talk endlessly about
the American dream and the right to
own a home, and they also talk about
the United States being the land of op-
portunity. For many, yes, but not for
all.

It is time that the reality mirrors
the rhetoric and the deeds match the
words with action. It is time now that
we indeed make it a reality that the
American dream to own a home is
made available not only to those with
a lot of money, but also those who have
moderate resources should not be de-
nied, or those of African American or
other minorities. It should be the right
for all Americans to have that.

So I look forward to reviewing the
administration’s new housing and
home ownership proposal and look for-
ward to working with the administra-
tion to pass a program to help people
really realize the dream. The land of
opportunity should mean something
more than words, and I hope that the
President’s promise to reduce the bar-
riers and to make home ownership
available for minorities is indeed a re-
ality, and that resources would indeed
follow the commitment.

I am pleased to be joined in this spe-
cial order, home ownership, by the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS), and I
yield to the gentleman.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
want to, first of all, thank the gentle-
woman from North Carolina (Mrs.
CLAYTON) for her leadership on so many
issues. I mean, she has provided out-
standing leadership in the area of agri-
culture and in the area of making sure
that there is food for people who are
hungry not only here in the United
States, but worldwide. And she has cer-
tainly been the Congressional Black
Caucus’s leader when it comes to home
ownership. She has provided leadership
as we have tried to get our WOW initia-
tive under way, and as a matter of fact,
it is pretty difficult to keep up with
her in terms of all of the many areas in
which she has worked, and it is cer-
tainly a pleasure to join with her this
evening.
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I rise today in recognition, first of

all, of Home Ownership Month and ap-
preciate the opportunity to talk about
an issue that is important to me and
all of my constituents and to all Amer-
icans, especially those who share the
dream of owning their own home. I am
fortunate to represent one of the most
diverse districts in the country. I rep-
resent many people who are rich, many
people who are near rich, some people
who are economically well off, the mid-
dle class. I represent people who like
both the Cubs and the Sox. But I also
represent an awful lot of people who
are at the bottom of the socioeconomic
ladder.

I represent 60 percent of public hous-
ing in the city of Chicago. I represent
people who own their own homes and a
lot of people who do not. It is this seg-
ment of the American population,
those people that rent their living
space and want to own their own house,
but either feel that they cannot afford
to, or do not know how to purchase a
house and then turn it into a home.

Home ownership is important for in-
dividuals, families, and communities
alike. There is no denying the fact that
when someone owns their own home,
there is a tendency to treat it with ten-
der loving care. They work to increase
its value. They cut their lawns, fix
their windows, add additions, and take
pride. Home ownership is also impor-
tant to the family. It is a place, it is a
refuge, it is a haven.

I shall never forget growing up in
this rambling house where my mother
had this flower garden out front, and
one could wake up early in the morn-
ing and walk out on the porch and just
breathe in the aroma of all these flow-
ers. Of course, it was also hazardous be-
cause you could not touch them, and
you had better not step on one, and you
certainly knew better than to break
one. But it was a haven, as a matter of
fact.

For most Americans, buying a home
is the biggest investment of their lives
and one of the most meaningful. But
for a large number of Americans, espe-
cially Americans of minority descent,
the American Dream of owning their
own home seems like fantasy rather
than reality. Minority home-ownership
rates are 26 percent lower than home-
ownership rates of the majority of
Americans. In my own congressional
district, African American home own-
ership is down to 28 percent. In the
whole district it is actually 38 percent,
and that is a far cry from the 76 per-
cent that one might expect to experi-
ence.

But buying a home is not only the
best investment for the individual
buyer and the community, it is the
best investment for the owner’s chil-
dren and the children of the owner’s
children. It is a way of creating inher-
itable wealth. And that is why the
WOW program is so important, because
it recognizes the concept that with
home ownership comes wealth.

If you pay rent for 50 years, and you
can pay $1,000 a month for rent for 50

years, and at the end of 50 years all
that you have got to show for it is a
drawer full of rent receipts; nothing
that you can pass on, nothing that you
can transfer, nothing that you can call
your own, nothing that you can give
away. There are some people who like
church. So if you do not want to have
something that you want to leave to
your children or your grandchildren,
well, you might want to bequeath it to
some institution, some charity that
you believe in, some work that you be-
lieve in doing. So home ownership pro-
vides you with not only a stake, but
something to pass on.

I am so pleased that this WOW initia-
tive has been generated by the Caucus.
In communities all over America that
are represented by African American
Members of Congress, this initiative is
going. In my own district we have had
two extremely successful housing fairs
where we have had 700, 800 people come
to each one. We have banks and mort-
gage companies, credit counselors, in-
dividuals who are willing to help you
clean up your credit, help people under-
stand that there are instances where
you can get a house for no money down
or little money down. The Chicago
Housing Authority has even come up
with a plan where people who have Sec-
tion 8 can purchase homes using their
Section 8 certificate. So there are lots
of opportunities.

Mrs. CLAYTON. If the gentleman
will yield for a moment, I want to em-
phasize that, because the Section 8
vouchers traditionally have been used
for rentals. And more than 2 years ago,
the Congressional Black Caucus, in
their budget submission, included that
as an option.

The House did not accept the CBC’s
budget, but they recognized the value
of that proposal, and the housing bill
that was passed on the floor included
for the first time an opportunity to use
the vouchers that are used by poor peo-
ple to supplement their rent as a one-
time supplement to go towards their
down payment. That has added to the
great upward mobility of people who
are now renting, if they aggregate
their annual rent for certain months or
a year and use that as a down payment.

HUD is now allowing that to happen
because this House, indeed, approved
that in the last revision or reform of a
housing proposal that this House
passed. But it was indeed the Congres-
sional Black Caucus that offered that
as a recommendation, and I am pleased
that the House accepted that. And I am
pleased for the gentleman to tell us
that not only is it in the law, but actu-
ally people are using it, and that the
gentleman is making it known to his
citizens and that they are using it.

So I thank the gentleman for remind-
ing us and thank him for his leadership
in advising his constituents of that.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Well, it was
actually under the gentlewoman’s lead-
ership in terms of the experiences peo-
ple have which give them special in-
sight into problems, situations, and

circumstances. Then, if they can bring
those to a place like the Congress and
work with other people to put them
into action, then we see change.

Now, these individuals, who may
have been on public assistance, who
may have had to live in public housing,
who maybe did not have anything to
inherit when they came along, now
their children or their grandchildren
can have a head start, a beginning. It is
a concept. It is value-generating.

My father is 90 years old, and one of
the things he wanted to make sure was
that he had something to leave. He has
a little piece of land. I have been trying
to get him to sell it, to use it. It is
down in a place that I am sure nobody
in my family wants to go. He refuses to
do anything other than leave it, so that
when he goes, he can say that he left
some inheritance to his children. And,
of course, I am pleased to be one of
them, which means that I will get a lit-
tle piece of the rock.

But I just want to commend the gen-
tlewoman again.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Well, I thank the
gentleman for his leadership, too, and I
am glad to know that he has had suc-
cessful housing fairs and buying fairs
and have had more than one. We con-
tinue to want to keep pushing, so I
know the gentleman will continue to
do that, so I thank him very much.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. I will, indeed.
Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, I want

to welcome another fearless leader in
many areas, and who has conducted
many successful housing activities, in-
cluding a housing summit. She has
been on this case about housing for a
long time, as she was in the General
Assembly of California as well. I am
pleased to have her join us in this Spe-
cial Order, and I will yield to her.

Ms. LEE. Let me just thank the gen-
tlewoman from North Carolina for this
Special Order tonight and also for her
leadership over the years and for her
mentorship since I have been in Con-
gress with regard to the critical needs
of rural housing as well as urban hous-
ing.

I want to thank her for her assist-
ance in working with my community,
which is one of the least affordable
communities, least affordable regions
in the country to live, to help us bring
affordable housing strategies to Ala-
meda County, Oakland, Berkeley, the
East Bay. I thank her for coming to
our district to look at what challenges
we are faced with.

The unprecedented economic growth
in the United States has done very lit-
tle to relieve the problems of low-in-
come households. While the nationwide
home ownership rate is approaching 70
percent, the African American and
Latino home ownership rates pale in
comparison at a close to probably 46
percent.

Now, in my work as a member of the
House Subcommittee on Housing and
Community Opportunity of the Com-
mittee on Financial Services, I am

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 00:40 Jun 21, 2002 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00045 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K20JN7.112 pfrm12 PsN: H20PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH3768 June 20, 2002
working with my colleagues consist-
ently on meaningful housing legisla-
tion and on a meaningful housing agen-
da. Of the 3.9 million low-income
households to be considered working
poor, over two-thirds pay 30 percent or
more of their incomes to housing costs,
with one-quarter paying over half of
their incomes.

In 39 States, 40 percent or more of
renters cannot afford fair market rate
rent for a 2-bedroom unit, and that is
why creating more affordable housing
and home ownership should really be
our focus.

b 1815

As we heard earlier, the Congres-
sional Black Caucus continues to sup-
port programs that are improving ac-
cess to affordable housing and home-
ownership because sound fiscal policy
really must leave no one behind. Ev-
eryone has a right to decent, affordable
housing. That should really be a basic
human right.

Recently, President Bush announced
a new goal to help increase the number
of minority homeowners by at least 5.5
million before the end of the decade.
Although this is a great idea and I ap-
plaud the President for bringing this to
the forefront of our national agenda,
the reality is that members of the Con-
gressional Black Caucus have been set-
ting goals for minority ownership for
many years. As a matter of fact, our
Congressional Black Caucus Founda-
tion initiated the WOW Initiative in
2000. WOW’s goal is 1 million African
American and minority homeowners by
the year 2005.

Many of my colleagues reiterate the
importance of not recreating the
wheel. I agree. That is why it is hard to
understand why the President would
recreate an existing program and not
fund it. When I say not fund it, cre-
ating new funds that we need to estab-
lish a down payment assistance pro-
gram, increasing funding for current
home buyer programs, and supporting
a national housing trust fund which
would use surplus FHA dollars for
homeownership and a housing produc-
tion program in our country.

Consistently, since the Bush adminis-
tration has drafted budgets, they seem
to really negate the promise of home-
ownership and fair and quality hous-
ing. President Bush has cut the HUD
budget this year and fights the cre-
ation of a national housing production
program. Very recently, I believe last
year, he cut the drug elimination pro-
gram which our public housing au-
thorities and tenants need so des-
perately to live in safe and secure
homes.

Today we began the markup of a
major housing bill, and the debate was
very spirited and very interesting; but
in some ways very appalling. Those
who really do not believe that the Fed-
eral Government should ensure decent
and affordable housing for everyone
really spoke their minds today. It was
very clear that the trillions of dollars

in tax cuts that the Republicans on our
committee believe need to be the pri-
ority for our country, really do not see
that basic housing, affordable housing
through a production program makes
sense. It makes sense in the sense that
it is a job-creation effort. It creates an
economic, vital country with the cre-
ation of thousands, maybe millions, of
jobs in home building. It provides for
additional units. Everywhere that I go
and every witness who has come to our
committee, which we heard about ear-
lier, has said yes, a housing production
program is badly needed. The builders,
banks, Realtors, faith-based organiza-
tions, bar none, Republicans, Demo-
crats, the business community, we all
know that a housing production pro-
gram is sorely needed.

We also tried today to put an amend-
ment in, the gentleman from New York
(Mr. LAFALCE) and myself, to say basi-
cally a new down payment assistance
program for low-income buyers, if the
localities and local governments be-
lieve this is useful, provide foreclosure
assistance and counseling to ensure
that those homes that first-time home
buyers purchase are secure from fore-
closure and basic literacy education
with regard to what it means to buy a
house is really needed. On a bipartisan
vote, we could not get the votes to put
that modest amendment into the bill.

I say this tonight because it is so im-
portant that we understand and recog-
nize that a decent, affordable home is
basic to survival and basic to a fam-
ily’s ability to live the American
dream. For many of us, especially for
minority communities, homeownership
is the only way to acquire any wealth,
any equity, in looking at the American
dream as a way to finance our chil-
dren’s college education, start a small
business, or whatever. It is not the
stock market, it is not mutual funds, it
is not the financial instruments that
those who have money utilize to make
money. It is homeownership that we
use to really become part of this great
society.

I want to thank the Congressional
Black Caucus and my colleague from
North Carolina for this Special Order
tonight. I hope that sooner or later af-
fordable housing becomes a national
priority. Education, health care, the
environment, our national priorities
should be about putting people first. In
putting people first, affordable hous-
ing, the right to live in dignity, should
be basic to our list of priorities.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
Maryland who has been a leader on so
many issues is going to discuss how he
views housing and priorities in this
Congress.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentlewoman for yielding
and thank the gentlewoman for her
leadership. I also thank the gentle-
woman from North Carolina (Mrs.
CLAYTON).

Every time I think about housing,
coming from the inner city of Balti-
more, I think about the various new

housing projects that we have been
able to come up with and get built in
our Seventh Congressional District
with Hope VI dollars. Of course Hope
VI has had its problems here.

But one of the things that we have
noticed in the change, that change of
environment does so much for children.
So often we look at children and we
say, how can we nurture their nature
to make them the very best that they
can be.

I believe if a child can come home
and have a safe place to do their home-
work and safe place to sleep, a safe
neighborhood, a place to play, that
lends itself to productivity. It lends
itself to them feeling good about them-
selves.

I think when we look at what is hap-
pening, the gentlewoman talked about
various things that she was trying to
do with various amendments. All of
these things show a tremendous
amount of sensitivity in an effort to
help get people to where they want to
go. What happens when a person buys a
house, their whole attitude changes.
They realize that they can do it. I am
always amazed when I talk to people,
when I was practicing law and would go
to settlement, particularly first time
home buyers, at the end of the whole
process when you give them the keys,
they would look at me and say, This is
mine?

That sense of empowerment of what
they are doing, and the mere fact that
they can come home and say look, we
have a house. I think we have to con-
tinue the kind of efforts that we are
doing. I know so many of us have
worked hard to try to lift up people
with regard to housing. We are going to
continue to do that. I thank the gentle-
woman for her leadership. So often
when people get to the point where
they buy a house, as the gentlewoman
said, it is like that initial step to allow
them to go and do many, many other
things.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
CUMMINGS) for raising this discussion
to another level in terms of the impor-
tance of self-esteem and one’s dignity
with regard to access to decent and af-
fordable housing.

Let me share something very per-
sonal. When I was a child, my grand-
father in Texas urged us never, ever,
ever to rent. If we had to, okay; but he
said always try to buy a house. So I
grew up in a household with a grand-
father who spoke of homeownership as
a vehicle to living the American
dream.

When I was 19 years old, I was able to
buy my first house, and that house cost
me $19,475. Because of that through
many, many challenges and difficulties
through life, I was able to send my two
children through college and start a
small business; but it was all because
of that one purchase of a young
woman, single, on public assistance. I
was able to buy a house and move for-
ward from there. I think so many
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young people deserve that access so
they can do some of the things that
they may want to do in life.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, one
interesting story, when I think about
my mother and father, neither one of
them got past elementary school. My
father was a laborer and my mother
was a domestic. My father had the
dream of becoming a homeowner. He
found a beautiful house. He is a very
prayerful man, and so he took all seven
of his kids up to that house with my
mother, and we literally kneeled in
front of the house and prayed. I kid my
father sometimes, I think the police
thought we were protesting or some-
thing, but he had a dream. He said we
would get that house. About a year
later, we got the house.

The interesting thing about it,
though, is I was only about 10 years
old. But to this day, some 40 years
later, I still remember the name of the
person who sold the house to us, and I
also remember the previous owner and
the broker. That says a lot. As a little
kid, I remember that. And I will never
forget going from a 2-bedroom house to
a 4-bedroom house. And to have a bed-
room where there were only two of us
sleeping instead of four of us sleeping.

When we talk about children, it is
not the deed, it is the memory that is
empowering; and those are powerful
memories, just the gentlewoman’s are.
It is interesting, housing lifts not only
you, but generations of you yet unborn.
That is very, very special.

While we do things here in the Con-
gress and we wonder whether or not
they are having a tremendous amount
of impact, the fact is they do have im-
pact and they do affect a lot of people,
and they affect people that we will
never even possibly see.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for participating and also
for his forward-thinking and visionary
work on housing, drugs, AIDS, and
criminal justice reform, and on each
and every issue the gentleman tackles
in this Congress.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentle-
woman from North Carolina (Mrs.
CLAYTON) for this Special Order, and to
urge the American people to really
wake up in terms of this housing agen-
da, to know that there are some in
Congress who are desperately trying to
ensure that we have a national housing
trust fund and a national housing pro-
duction effort so that those who want
to purchase a home or rent a home and
who need shelter will be able to afford
that. Once again, that is basic to a per-
son and a family’s human dignity; and
they deserve to live the American
dream. And for many, it is, quite
frankly, becoming a nightmare.

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I thank
and commend the gentlelady, my good friend
from North Carolina, Rep. EVA CLAYTON, for
scheduling this important Special Order to
highlight the issue of disparities in housing
and homeownership between whites and peo-
ple of color.

The Congressional Black Caucus and the
Congressional Black Caucus Foundation have

championed the cause of increased opportuni-
ties for home ownership for minorities. I am
pleased that President Bush is now proposing
some steps that will move this cause forward.
However, he needs to be doing a great deal
more.

None of us can overstate the personal and
social significance of private citizens owning
their own homes. For generations of Ameri-
cans, home ownership has been a key ele-
ment of the American Dream.

Homeownership is more than just the acqui-
sition of property. It is a source of pride and
personal achievement.

Homeownership also provides a strong
foundation for American families. It promotes
good, stable environments where they can
thrive.

A home does much more than provide shel-
ter. It’s the cornerstone of wealth creation. For
most families, buying a home is the biggest in-
vestment they will ever make. Building equity
in a home allows the owner to pass wealth
from generation to generation or use it for
other important purposes such as paying for a
child’s education.

Home ownership is a cornerstone of our
economy. According to the Federal Reserve
Board, owner-occupied property made up 21
percent of all household wealth in 2000 and
more than 71 percent of all tangible wealth.

Housing generates more than 22 percent of
our Nation’s Gross Domestic Product.

The strength and stability created through
individual homeownership radiates throughout
our neighborhoods, towns and cities as well.
Homeownership unites us in a shared commit-
ment to safer streets, to improved schools, to
prosperous local economies, and to commu-
nity involvement.

The recent economic boom of the 1990’s
has had a profound effect on homeownership.
Today, an estimated 72 million American fami-
lies—an all-time record high—now own their
own homes. These Americans have staked
their claim to the American Dream.

For far too many minorities, home owner-
ship remains an elusive dream.

While the homeownership rate for white
non-Hispanics reached a record 73.8 percent
in the year 2000, the rates for African Ameri-
cans and Hispanics were significantly lower—
47.6 percent and 46.3 percent, respectively.

Wide disparities in homeownership also
exist between central city and suburban areas.
For example, the rate of homeownership in
central cities was about 51 percent in 2000,
compared to 74 percent in the suburbs.

Metropolitan areas also have homeowner-
ship rates far below the national average. For
example, the homeownership rate in New
York City was only 34 percent, while it was 49
percent in Los Angeles, nearly 59 percent in
Boston, and 56 percent here in Miami.

One reason why minorities and those in the
central cities have lower homeownership rates
is the fact that they generally have lower in-
comes than the rest of the population.

For most people, owning a home is a simple
matter of math. Households with family in-
come greater than or equal to the median
family income had a homeownership rate of
nearly 82 percent in the last quarter of 2000.
In sharp contrast, the rate for households with
family income less than the median family in-
come was only 51.8 percent.

In addition to the disparities in the rates of
homeownership according to race and income,

we also must address acute shortage of af-
fordable housing.

The National Low Income Housing Coali-
tion’s analysis of the 1999 American Housing
Survey data shows that there are approxi-
mately 15 million households in the United
States who pay more than half of their income
for their housing, live in severely substandard
housing, or both. The majority of these house-
holds—11 million—have extremely low in-
comes, that is, incomes at or below 30% of
the area median.

Because the American Housing Survey only
counts people who are housed, to get a true
picture of the number of extremely low income
households with severe housing problems, we
must add homeless families and individuals to
this number, an estimated two to three million
people.

There are also 14 million very poor house-
holds with serious living problems. These in-
clude both renters and homeowners, and com-
prise over 13 percent of all households in the
country.

Especially troubling is the fact that there are
now 600,000 more households with worst
case housing needs than 10 years ago.
[Households with worst case needs are de-
fined as unassisted renters with incomes
below 50 percent of the local median, and
who pay more than half their incomes for rent
or live in severely substandard housing].

It seems to me that the promise of Amer-
ica—that you will be able to afford housing
and take care of your family if you work hard
and play by the rules—is under a quiet but
crippling assault today, an assault that falls
disproportionately on the poor and people of
color.

The current Administration has a history of
paying excellent lip service to this important
issue, but failing to address it in a real and ef-
fective way. While I welcome President Bush’s
initiative to increase opportunities for home
ownership for minorities, he also needs to pro-
pose a much stronger HUD budget and in-
creased funding for programs that would sub-
stantially increase the supply of affordable
housing in this country.

For example, the President’s budget calls
for a significant cut in the Public Housing Cap-
ital Fund. The Public Housing Capital Fund
would be cut by a $441 million when in-
creased set-asides are factored into the equa-
tion.

The President’s budget freezes funding for
HOPE VI grants to local authorities. This pro-
gram is revolutionizing public housing by re-
placing high rises or barracks-style projects
with new, mixed income, mixed-used commu-
nities.

Finally, the Public Housing Operating Fund
would receive an increase of $35 million over
FY02, though still short of the combined total
that operating fund and the Public Housing
Drug Elimination Program received for last
year. The Drug Elimination Program remains
zeroed out.

Mr. Speaker, this is hardly the housing
budget of an Administration that understands
the housing needs and housing disparities in
this country. Let’s be clear, these shortsighted
cuts—and others—are necessary to pay for
last year’s Republican tax cut, which provides
most of its benefits to those who needs them
least.

There is much more than the Administration
can and should do to address the crisis in af-
fordable housing.
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I have introduced a bill, H.R. 4205, also

known as the Affordable Housing Improve-
ments Act, that will enable communities with
serious affordable housing shortages to trans-
fer their unused Section 8 funds to the HOME
Program—a program to build new housing for
rent or homeownership or to the Public Hous-
ing Capital Fund—a program to rehabilitate
existing public housing, depending on local
housing needs.

As many of you know, every year commu-
nities around the country lose Section 8 dol-
lars because federally subscribed voucher
payments have not kept pace with rapidly ris-
ing rents making it impossible for individuals to
use these subsidies. In 2001, HUD recaptured
$1.8 billion dollars in unused Section 8 funds
from Public Housing Agencies throughout the
nation, including more than $23 million from
the Miami-Dade Housing Authority. This is a
scandal and it must be stopped.

My bill would allow local communities to at-
tack their affordable housing problem by allow-
ing them to use these scarce federal re-
sources to improve and construct new afford-
able housing units in an effort to dramatically
improve the nation’s affordable housing prob-
lems.

Congress also should pass the National Af-
fordable Housing Trust Fund Act. This legisla-
tion would create an affordable housing trust
fund from profits generated by the Federal
Housing Administration. Over the next seven
years, these FHA profits are expected to ex-
ceed $25 billion.

If a portion of the FHA surplus is used to
build affordable housing, experts predict that
we could triple affordable housing construction
next year and provide shelter for more than
200,000 families.

Mr. Speaker, finally, our housing strategy
must include measures that will improve the
economic well-being of low-income families.
This includes raising the minimum wage, ex-
panding the earned income tax credit, improv-
ing job opportunities through education and
training, and fostering economic development
that will create better paying jobs.

Ms. KILPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to commend President Bush for finally decid-
ing to follow the lead of the Congressional
Black Caucus and the CBC Foundation in
championing the cause of increased opportu-
nities for home ownership for minorities. While
I am pleased that the White House has finally
recognized the importance of this issue to the
economic welfare of minorities, it is important
to recognize the leadership of the CBC in ad-
vancing this issue.

Owning a home is one of the very important
markers of success in a person’s life. From
our Nation’s earliest days, homeownership has
been the foundation of the American dream.
Yet, for too long, the American dream has
been unattainable for many low-income, mi-
nority families. In many distressed neighbor-
hoods, particularly in this country’s urban com-
munities, there is a lack of affordable housing
units available to residents. And the costs in-
volved in new construction of residential prop-
erty in these areas far outweigh the revenue.
Thus, homebuilders refrain from building new,
affordable homes in low and moderate-income
neighborhoods.

A David Broder article in the Detroit Free
Press stated that ‘‘the shortage of affordable
housing is close to the top of people’s con-
cerns. And it’s mainly in the Federal Govern-

ment that housing is a chronically neglected
subject.’’

Time and again CBC Members have point-
ed out that Congress is not addressing the af-
fordable housing needs of America’s low to
moderate-income families. We are pleased
that the President is heeding our collective
voices. To the President, we say, ‘‘thank you’’
for bringing about greater public awareness to
this problem. To the American people, we say,
the CBC will be here, as we always have, to
ensure that the initiatives the President pro-
posed this past weekend are implemented and
that homeownership opportunities increase for
all Americans, especially those who so des-
perately need them.

Through the work of the President, this Con-
gress, and the private sector, we look forward
to lower down payments, better education on
the purchasing process, and overall affordable
housing for all Americans, regardless of race,
creed, or socio-economic status.

f

b 1830

GOVERNMENT UNABLE TO
ACCOUNT FOR $17.3 BILLION

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GRUCCI). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2001, the
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr.
JONES) is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I will not take the full hour
that has been allotted to me. I will
only take 5 or 6 minutes. I came to the
floor of the House because 2 weeks ago
I had been listening to a radio talk
show host in North Carolina. It was ac-
tually Jerry Agar at WPTF in Raleigh.
He was talking about the fact that he
just could not believe a New York Post
article that said that the Federal Gov-
ernment had lost $17.3 billion.

I was just really outraged at the
time. I took my car phone and called
my office and I said, ‘‘Please check this
New York Post article. Let’s verify
what Mr. Agar was saying.’’ Sure
enough, what we found out, the New
York Post, and not only the Post but
also the London Times had both writ-
ten articles to the fact that based on
the Department of Treasury-released
report, the 2001 financial report of the
United States Government, the report,
on page 110, revealed that the Federal
Government has unreconciled trans-
actions totaling $17.3 billion for fiscal
year 2001.

Mr. Speaker, I am one of many on
both sides of the political aisle that
just really thinks this is unacceptable
and outrageous that the hard-working
American people who pay their taxes
and think that we are the public guard-
ian of the American people’s taxes, yet
the government cannot account for
$17.3 billion.

On June 6, I wrote a letter to Sec-
retary Paul O’Neill. The last paragraph
says, ‘‘Mr. Secretary, I believe someone
must answer to the American people
for this loss of tax dollars, and I look
forward to your answer regarding these
unreconciled transactions.’’ I, quite
frankly, hope that by the time we re-

turn after the July 4 break, which will
be in about 1 week, or 8 days, and we
are out for about 6 days, that when we
come back, that I will have an answer
from Secretary O’Neill as to where the
taxpayers’ money totaling $17.3 billion
has gone. If not, then I intend to write
the Budget chairman and also the over-
sight chairman on the Government Op-
erations and ask them to please make
an inquiry in behalf of the taxpayers of
America.

There are a multitude of reasons why
I am alarmed by the fact that this has
been lost, again primarily because it is
the taxpayers’ money. We all know
that this is a tight budget year. We
have a war on terrorism that is costing
about $1.8 billion a month. We must
fight that war and win that war for the
American people, and certainly we
must be very frugal and wise with the
taxpayers’ money, and certainly must
account to the taxpayer every dollar
and every dime that we spend. That is
one reason that I am really pushing
hard for the Secretary of Treasury to
give me an answer to where this $17.3
billion has gone, because, quite frank-
ly, we have an obligation to the tax-
payer, and we have an obligation as
Members of the House of Representa-
tives to make sure that we can answer
the questions of our constituents about
a multitude of issues, and certainly as
to where $17.3 billion has gone.

I use for an example that I have put
in a bill, H.R. 3973, that many of my
colleagues, both Democrat and Repub-
lican, have signed this bill that would
help ensure that when a military per-
son is killed, whether it be accidental
or it should be in wartime, that the
Congress years ago decided that the
family should get what is called a
death gratuity. Initially it started off
at about $3,000. In 1986, the Congress
decided to add 3- to the 3-, which would
make it 6-. But on the second $3,000,
the bill was not sent to Ways and
Means, so, therefore, there is a tax on
the second 3- of the $6,000 death gra-
tuity that is given to the family of a
man or woman in the military.

I am just incensed that there would
be any tax on this death gratuity, so I
have put a bill in, and again I have got
very strong bipartisan support, to
eliminate this tax so that when the
family receives the death gratuity
from the United States Government,
there would be no tax to the family.

I use that for an example because,
Mr. Speaker, to eliminate this tax over
a 10-year period would only cost $8 mil-
lion, that is over 10 years, to make sure
that the family of the military person
that has been killed would not pay a
tax on it.

Then I come back to the fact that we
have lost $17.3 billion. My point is to
say that I intend to come to this floor
at least once a week, and maybe more
often than that, to say to Secretary
O’Neill, we need as a Congress, not just
Congressman WALTER JONES, but we as
a Congress, we need an answer so that
we can say to our constituents who are
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paying these taxes that we want to
know where $17.3 billion has gone.

I have just a couple of more points,
and then I will yield back my time. I
am one of many, both Republican and
Democrats, who work here very hard.
We heard, the hour before my time, in
talking about housing. There are just a
lot of responsibilities that we do have
to the taxpayers of this country to
make sure that the government does
operate in a very efficient manner, and
where we can be of assistance to the
people throughout this country, we
certainly need to meet that obligation.
Again, the May 2002 report from the
Department of Treasury, 2001 financial
report of the United States Govern-
ment, anybody that might be listening
tonight or anybody that would like to
check can go on the Internet and look
up that document, 2001 financial report
of the United States Government, look
on page 110. And I am going to repeat
it again, the Federal Government has,
and I quote, unreconciled transactions
totaling $17.3 billion.

Just a quick example. According to
the London Times, $17.3 billion is
enough to buy a fleet of B–2 bombers
with spare change for fuel. $17.3 billion
is the equivalent of two aircraft car-
riers and two air wings. We all know
that if this money, if it had just been
$200 that might have been lost by a
company, the company president would
have immediately called the CPA and
said, ‘‘Come in here and check the
books of this company. I don’t know
where we have lost this money.’’ Then
if he could not find it, he might even
call the local police and ask them to
come in to help investigate.

I want to say again that I am certain
that Secretary O’Neill will answer my
letter and give me an explanation so I
can say to the taxpayers of the Third
District of North Carolina as well as
the taxpayers of America that we know
where this $17.3 billion has gone.

Mr. Speaker, again, I want to thank
you for this time and just to say that
I will promise the people of the Third
District of North Carolina and the peo-
ple of America that I will work with
my colleagues on both sides of the po-
litical aisle and make sure that we get
an explanation as to where the $17.3
billion has gone; that we appreciate the
hard-working people of America, and
we want to make sure that even though
we have many contentious and heated
debates, and that is the way it should
be, this is a Republic, it is a demo-
cratic country, and we have a right to
disagree, but when it really comes
down to trying to protect the tax-
payers’ money, we work together in a
bipartisan way.

Therefore, if I have not gotten an an-
swer when we come back after July 4,
I will be asking the committees of ju-
risdiction to please request that Sec-
retary O’Neill comes before the com-
mittee and explains where this $17.3
billion has gone.

I conclude tonight, Mr. Speaker, be-
cause I have three military bases in my

district, Camp Lejeune Marine Base,
Cherry Point Marine Station and
Seymore Johnson Air Force Base.

I certainly want to close by asking
God to please bless our men and women
in uniform and their families. We are
very fortunate to have the dedicated
men and women in uniform as well as
their families.

f

INTRODUCTION OF RESOLUTION
PRAISING CUBA’S PROJECT
VARELA
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I rise
this evening to draw attention to a
troubling development in the demo-
cratic reform effort in Cuba. Last week
Fidel Castro staged mass demonstra-
tions throughout Cuba in a sign of so-
called ‘‘support’’ for a proposed amend-
ment to the Cuban Constitution declar-
ing his failed Soviet-style economic
system to be ‘‘untouchable.’’

Mr. Speaker, there is no question as
to what has left Castro feeling threat-
ened to the point that he feels the need
to reaffirm his dictatorial control of
Cuba and that is Project Varela. On
Friday, May 10, over 11,000 citizens of
Cuba took a courageous stand and peti-
tioned the Cuban National Assembly to
hold a nationwide referendum vote on
guarantees of human rights and civil
liberties.

Named for the 19th century priest
and Cuban independence hero, Padre
Felix Varela, the Varela Project re-
ceived no funding or support from for-
eign organizations or foreign govern-
ments. Project Varela is a grassroots
effort by the Cuban people to call on
their government to provide them with
internationally accepted standards of
human and civil rights, including free-
dom of speech, the right to own a busi-
ness, electoral reform and amnesty for
political prisoners.

Beyond the obvious threat that a
grassroots political effort poses,
Project Varela represents an even
greater challenge to Castro’s control of
the island. With its 11,000 plus signa-
tures, the project qualifies under arti-
cle 88 of the Cuban Constitution, which
states that if the Cuban National As-
sembly receives the verified signatures
of 10,000 legal voters, a referendum on
the issue should be scheduled. However,
Mr. Speaker, instead of allowing his
Parliament to consider Project Varela,
today Castro introduced his own ref-
erendum that would stop future consid-
eration of Project Varela and any other
democratic reform efforts.

My question to Castro is that if he is
so sure that he has the support of the
Cuban people, why will he not schedule
a referendum? If Castro is unfazed by
the Varela Project, then why propose
reforms to the Cuban Constitution 1
month to the day that the petition was
delivered?

Mr. Speaker, the ultimate goal of
U.S. policy towards Cuba has always

been to promote the island’s peaceful
transition to democracy. Many of my
colleagues have varying views on the
best approach to achieve a democracy.
However, we can all agree on the im-
portance of a grassroots democratic ef-
fort like Project Varela. That is why
today I have introduced a resolution
commending the citizens of Cuba for
actively exercising their constitutional
rights and taking a stand for the rights
of all Cubans. The resolution praises
Oswaldo Paya and the other organizers
of Project Varela for their courage and
bravery, for their willingness to stand
up to a dictator.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
join with me and cosponsor this impor-
tant resolution. It is time Castro real-
ized that his orchestrated demonstra-
tions and forced petitions are fooling
no one.

f

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. CHAMBLISS (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for today until 1:30 p.m. on ac-
count of qualifying for the Georgia
congressional ballot.

Mr. ISAKSON (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for today until 1:30 p.m. on ac-
count of qualifying for the Georgia
congressional ballot.

Mr. KINGSTON (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for today until 1:30 p.m. on ac-
count of qualifying for the Georgia
congressional ballot.

Mr. LAHOOD (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for June 21 on account of offi-
cial business.

Mr. MANZULLO (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for today after 2:00 p.m.
through June 24 on account of personal
business.

Mrs. ROUKEMA (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for June 19 and the balance of
the week on account of illness.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MCNULTY) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California, for
5 minutes, today.

Mr. PAYNE, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas,

for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. CUMMINGS, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. BROWN of Florida, for 5 minutes,

today.
Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. MEEKS of New York, for 5 min-

utes, today.
Mr. CONYERS, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, for 5 minutes,

today.
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, for 5 min-

utes, today.
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Mr. LANGEVIN, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. TOWNS, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, for 5 min-

utes, today.
(The following Member (at the re-

quest of Mr. FOSSELLA) to revise and
extend his remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. GUTKNECHT, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Member (at his own

request) to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:)

Mr. KINGSTON, for 5 minutes, today.
f

SENATE BILLS REFERRED

A concurrent resolution of the Sen-
ate of the following title were taken
from the Speaker’s table and, under
the rule, referred as follows:

S. Con. Res. 110. Concurrent resolution
honoring the heroism and courage displayed
by airline flight attendants on a daily basis;
to the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure.

f

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

Mr. Trandahl, Clerk of the House, re-
ported and found truly enrolled a bill
of the House of the following title,
which was thereupon signed by the
Speaker:

H.R. 327. An act to amend chapter 35 of
title 44, United States Code, for the purpose
of facilitating compliance by small business
concerns with certain Federal paperwork re-
quirements, to establish a task force to ex-
amine information collection and dissemina-
tion, and for other purposes.

f

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Jeff Trandahl, Clerk of the House re-
ports that on June 18, 2002 he presented
to the President of the United States,
for his approval, the following bills.

H.R. 3275. Suppression of Terrorist Bomb-
ings.

H.R. 4560. To eliminate the deadlines for
spectrum auctions of spectrum previously al-
located to television broadcasting.

f

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 6 o’clock and 42 minutes
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Friday, June 21, 2002, at 9 a.m.

f

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

7495. A letter from the Administrator,
Rural Utilities Service, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final
rule — Post-Loan Policies and Procedures
Common to Guaranteed and Insured Loans
(RIN: 0572-AB48) received May 20, 2002, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Agriculture.

7496. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental

Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Fludioxonil; Re-establish-
ment of Tolerance for Emergency Exemp-
tions [OPP-2002-0061; FRL-7176-8] received
May 23, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

7497. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Cyhalofop-butyl; Time-Lim-
ited Pesticide Tolerance [OPP-2002-0087;
FRL-7178-5] received May 30, 2002, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Agriculture.

7498. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Methyl Parathion and
Ethyl Parathion; Tolerance Revocations
[OPP-2002-0067; FRL-7179-9] received May 30,
2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Agriculture.

7499. A letter from the Legislative and Reg-
ulatory Activities Division, Department of
the Treasury, transmitting the Department’s
final rule — Electronic Activities [Docket
No. 02-07] (RIN: 1557-AB76) received May 20,
2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Financial Services.

7500. A letter from the Assistant General
Counsel for Regulations, Department of
Housing and Urban Development, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Con-
densation Control for Exterior Walls of Man-
ufactured Homes Sited in Humid and Fringe
Climates; Waiver [Docket No. FR-4578-F-02]
received May 21, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Financial
Services.

7501. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Emergency Managent Agency, trans-
mitting the Agency’s final rule — Changes in
Flood Elevation Determinations [Docket No.
FEMA-B-7428] received May 31, 2002, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Financial Services.

7502. A letter from the Director, Corporate
Policy and Research Department, Pension
Benefit Guaranty Corporation, transmitting
the Corporation’s final rule — Benefits Pay-
able in Terminated Single-Employer Plans;
Allocation of Assets in Single-Employer
Plans; Interest Assumptions for Valuing and
Paying Benefits — received April 4, 2002, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce.

7503. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation
Plans; Illinois [IL189-1a; FRL-7212-9] received
May 23, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

7504. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Control of Air Pollution
from New Motor Vehicles; Amendment to
the Tier 2/Gasoline Sulfur Regulations
[AMS-FRL-7221-5] (RIN: 2060-AI69) received
May 30, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

7505. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions Policy and Management Staff, FDA,
Department of Health and Human Services,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
Food Labeling; Nutrient Content Claims,
Definition of Sodium Levels for the Term
‘‘Healthy;’’ Extension of Partial Stay [Dock-
et No. 91N-384H and 96P-0500] (RIN: 0910-
AA19) received May 31, 2002, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

7506. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions Policy and Management Staff, FDA,

Department of Health and Human Services,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
Medical Devices; Ear, Nose and Throat De-
vices; Reclassification of the Endolymphatic
Shunt Tube with Valve [Docket No. 97P-0210]
received May 31, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

7507. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; State
of Maryland; Revised Definitions and Rec-
ordkeeping Provisions [MD 132 & 133-3087a;
FRL-7210-1] received May 23, 2002, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

7508. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation
of Implementation Plans; Indiana [IN141-1a;
FRL-7213-5] received May 30, 2002, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

7509. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval of the Clean Air
Act, Section 112(1), Delegation of Authority
to the Oregon Department of Environmental
Quality and Lane Regional Air Pollution Au-
thority [FRL-7223-3] received May 30, 2002,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

7510. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Clean Air Act Approval of
Revisions to Operating Permits Program in
Oregon [FRL-7223-5] received May 30, 2002,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

7511. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Associate Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Control of Air Pollution
from New Motor Vehicles; Second Amend-
ment to the Tier 2/Gasoline Sulfur Regula-
tions [AMS-FRL-7221-9] (RIN: 2060-AJ71) re-
ceived May 30, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

7512. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Export Administration, Department of
Commerce, transmitting the Department’s
final rule — Revisions and Clarifications to
the Export Administration Regulations—
Chemical and Biological Weapons Controls:
Australia Group; Chemical Weapons Conven-
tion [Docket No. 020509118-2118-01] (RIN: 0694-
AC62) received May 31, 2002, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
International Relations.

7513. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
For Export Administration, Department of
Commerce, transmitting the Department’s
final rule — Revisions to the Export Admin-
istration Regulations as a Result of the Sep-
tember 2001 Missle Technology Control Re-
gime (MTCR) Plenary Meeting [Docket No.
020328073-2073-01] (RIN: 0694-AC55) received
May 20, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

7514. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary for Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting certification
that Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, Moldova,
Kazakhstan, Kyrgystan, Ukraine,
Tajikistan, and Uzbekistan are committed to
the courses of action describedin Section 1203
(d) of the Cooperative Threat Reduction Act
of 1993 (Title XII of Public Law 103-160); to
the Committee on International Relations.

7515. A letter from the Director, Office of
Personnel Management, transmitting the Of-
fice’s final rule — Cost-of-Living Allowances
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(Nonforeign Areas); Methodology Changes
(RIN: 3206-AJ40 and 3206-AJ41) received 21,
2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Government Reform.

7516. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Administrator for Regulatory Programs,
NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, transmitting the Adminis-
tration’s final rule — Magnuson-Stevens
Fishery Conservation and Management Act
Provisions; Fisheries of the Northeastern
United States; Northeast Multispecies Fish-
ery [Docket No. 020409080-2100-02; I.D.
032602A] (RIN: 0648-AP78) received May 27,
2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Resources.

7517. A letter from the Assistant Adminis-
trator for Fisheries, NMFS, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration’s final rule —
Fisheries of the Caribbean, Gulf of Mexico,
and South Atlantic; Golden Crab Fishery off
the Southern Atlantic States; Amendment 3
[Docket No. 011015252-2081-02; I.D. 053001E]
(RIN: 0648-AO23) received May 21, 2002, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Resources.

7518. A letter from the Assistant Adminis-
trator for Fisheries , NMFS, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration’s final rule —
Fisheries of the Caribbean, Gulf of Mexico,
and South Atlantic; Shrimp Fishery of the
Gulf of Mexico; Suspension of the 2002 Texas
Closure [Docket No. 020325070-2102-02; I.D.
031202B] received May 21, 2002, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Re-
sources.

7519. A letter from the Assistant Adminis-
trator for Fisheries, NMFS, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration’s final rule —
Fisheries Off West Coast States and in the
Western Pacific; West Coast Salmon Fish-
eries; 2002 Management Measures [Docket
No. 020430101-2101-01; I.D. 042902A] (RIN: 0648-
AP52) received May 21, 2002, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Re-
sources.

7520. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; McDonnell Douglas
Model DC-9-81 (MD-81), DC-9-82 (MD-82), DC-
9-83 (MD-83), and MD-88 Airplanes [Docket
No. 2000-NM-164-AD; Amendment 39-12740; AD
2002-09-07] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received May 17,
2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

7521. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, FAA, Department of Transportation,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
Standard Instrument Approach Procedures;
Miscellaneous Amendments [Docket No.
30305; Amdt. No. 3002] received May 31, 2002,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

7522. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, FAA, Department of Transportation,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
Amendment of Honolulu Class E5 Airspace
Area Legal Description [Airspace Docket No.
01-AWP-29] received May 31, 2002, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

7523. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, FAA, Department of Transportation,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
Establishment of Class E Airspace at Shar-
on, PA [Airspace Docket No. 01-AEA-17] re-
ceived May 31, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

7524. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, FAA, Department of Transportation,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —

Standard Instrument Approach Procedures;
Miscellaneous Amendments [Docket No.
30309; Amdt. No. 3005] received May 31, 2002,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

7525. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, FAA, Department of Transportation,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
Standard Instrument Approach Procedures;
Miscellaneous Amendments [Docket No.
30310; Amdt. No. 3006] received May 31, 2002,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

7526. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, FAA, Department of Transportation,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
Amendment of Class E5 Airspace; Liberty,
NC [Airspace Docket No. 02-ASO-6] received
May 31, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

7527. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, FAA, Department of Transportation,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
Modification of Class E Airspace, Newport,
OR [Airspace Docket No. 01-ANM-17] re-
ceived May 31, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

7528. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, FAA, Department of Transportation,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
Amendment to Class E Airspace; Norton, KS
[Airspace Docket No. 02-ACE-4] received May
31, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

7529. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, FAA, Department of Transportation,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
Airworthiness Directives; Boeing Model 747
Series Airplanes [Docket No. 2000-NM-355-
AD; Amendment 39-12756; AD 2002-10-10] (RIN:
2120-AA64) received May 31, 2002, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

7530. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, FAA, Department of Transportation,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
Airworthiness Directives; Boeing Model 737-
100, -200, -200C, -300, -400, and -500 Series Air-
planes [Docket No. 2000-NM-394-AD; Amend-
ment 39-12758; AD 2002-10-12] (RIN: 2120-AA64)
received May 31, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

7531. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, FAA, Department of Transportation,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
Airworthiness Directives; General Electric
Company CF6-80E1 Series Turbofan Engines
[Docket No. 2002-NE-04-AD; Amendment 39-
12754; AD 2002-10-08] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received
May 31, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

7532. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, FAA, Department of Transportation,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
Airworthiness Directives; Pratt & Whitney
JT9D-59A, -70A, -7Q, and -7Q3 Turbofan En-
gines [Docket No. 2001-NE-27-AD; Amend-
ment 39-12753; AD 2002-10-07] (RIN: 2120-AA64)
received May 31, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

7533. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, FAA, Department of Transportation,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
Airworthiness Directives; Airbus Model A319,
A320, and A321 Series Airplanes [Docket No.
2000-NM-372-AD; Amendment 39-12752; AD
2002-10-06] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received May 31,
2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

7534. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, FAA, Department of Transportation,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
Airworthiness Directives: Raytheon Aircraft
Company Model 58P, 60, A60, B60 and 65-88
Airplanes [Docket No. 2001-CE-32-AD;
Amendment 39-12759; AD 2002-10-13] (RIN:
2120-AA64) received May 31, 2002, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

7535. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, FAA, Department of Transportation,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
Airworthiness Directives; General Electric
Company CF6-80E1A2 Turbofan Engines
[Docket No. 2002-NE-06-AD; Amendment 39-
12750; AD 2002-10-04] received May 31, 2002,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

7536. A letter from the Senior Regulatory
Analyst, Department of Transportation,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
Imposition and Collection of Passenger Civil
Aviation Security Service Fees [Docket No.
TSA-2001-11120] (RIN: 2110-AA01) received
June 3, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure.

7537. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Permits for the Trans-
portation of Municipal and Commercial
Waste (RIN: 2115-AD23) received June 3, 2002,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

7538. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
and Administrative Law, USCG, Department
of Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Temporary Require-
ments for Notification of Arrival in U.S.
Ports [USCG-2001-10689] (RIN: 2115-AG24) re-
ceived June 3, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

7539. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Regulatory Law, Department of Vet-
erans Affairs, transmitting the Department’s
final rule — Board of Veterans’ Appeals:
Rules of Practice-Attorney Fee Matters
(RIN: 2900-A198) received May 21, 2002, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Veterans’ Affairs.

7540. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Division, ATF, Department of the Treasury,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
Addition of New Grape Variety Names for
American Wines (2000R-322P)[T.D. ATF-475;
Ref. Notice No. 924] (RIN: 1512-AC29) received
May 21, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

7541. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Division, ATF, Department of the Treasury,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
Rockpile Viticultural Area (2000R-436P) [T.D.
ATF-473; Re: Notice No. 916] (RIN: 1512-AA07)
received April 16, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

7542. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Division, ATF, Department of the Treasury,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
Delegation of Authority [T.D. ATF-472] (RIN:
1512-AC59) received April 16, 2002, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

7543. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Division, Department of the Treasury, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Dele-
gation of Authority [T.D. ATF-480] (RIN:
1512-AC36) received June 3, 2002, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Ways and Means.
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REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. HANSEN: Committee on Resources.
H.R. 1606. A bill to amend section 507 of the
Omnibus Parks and Public Lands Manage-
ment Act of 1996 to authorize additional ap-
propriations for historically black colleges
and universities, to decrease the matching
requirement related to such appropriations,
and for other purposes; with an amendment
(Rept. 107–519). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. BOEHLERT: Committee on Science.
H.R. 2733. A bill to authorize the National In-
stitute of Standards and Technology to work
with major manufacturing industries on an
initiative of standards development and im-
plementation for electronic enterprise inte-
gration; with an amendment (Rept. 107–520).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. BOEHNER: Committee on Education
and the Workforce. H.R. 4854. A bill to reau-
thorize and reform the national service laws;
with an amendment (Rept. 107–521). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

Mr. LINDER: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 451. Resolution providing for con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 4931) to provide
that the pension and individual retirement
arrangement provisions of the Economic
Growth and Tax Relief Reconciliation Act of
2001 shall be permanent (Rept. 107–522). Re-
ferred to the House Calendar.

f

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred, as follows:

By Mr. MCHUGH (for himself and Mr.
BURTON of Indiana):

H.R. 4970. A bill to reform the postal laws
of the United States; to the Committee on
Government Reform.

By Mr. OTTER (for himself, Mr. GIB-
BONS, and Mr. SIMPSON):

H.R. 4971. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Treasury to purchase silver on the
open market when the silver stockpile is de-
pleted, to be used to mint coins; to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services.

By Ms. BALDWIN (for herself, Mr. BAR-
RETT, Mr. BONIOR, Ms. BROWN of Flor-
ida, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. CARSON
of Oklahoma, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. DIN-
GELL, Mr. EVANS, Mr. FILNER, Mr.
FRANK, Mr. FROST, Mr. HEFLEY, Mr.
KILDEE, Mr. KIND, Mr. LANGEVIN,
Mrs. MALONEY of New York, Mr.
MCGOVERN, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr.
MCNULTY, Ms. MILLENDER-MCDON-
ALD, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. OWENS,
Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. PAYNE, Ms. RIV-
ERS, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. SANDERS,
Mr. SERRANO, Mr. TIERNEY, Mrs.
JONES of Ohio, Mr. UDALL of Colo-
rado, and Ms. WATSON):

H.R. 4972. A bill to clarify the effective
date of the modification of treatment for re-
tirement annuity purposes of part-time serv-
ice before April 7, 1986, of certain Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs health-care profes-
sionals; to the Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs.

By Mr. CROWLEY (for himself, Mr.
LANTOS, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. WELDON of
Pennsylvania, Mr. LEACH, Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. HOYER, Ms. KAP-
TUR, Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. WEINER, Ms.

WOOLSEY, Mr. HOEFFEL, Ms. LEE, Ms.
SLAUGHTER, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr.
DAVIS of Florida, Mr. LEVIN, Mr.
MEEKS of New York, Mr. SCHIFF, Mrs.
NAPOLITANO, Mr. HASTINGS of Flor-
ida, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. WYNN, Mr.
BOSWELL, Mr. JEFFERSON, and Ms.
CARSON of Indiana):

H.R. 4973. A bill to strengthen democratic
institutions and promote good governance
overseas by contributing to the development
of professional legislative staff; to the Com-
mittee on International Relations.

By Mr. CULBERSON:
H.R. 4974. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to exclude from income
taxation all compensation received for ac-
tive service as a member of the Armed
Forces of the United States; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas (for herself, Mr. FROST, Mr.
STENHOLM, Mr. TURNER, Mr. HALL of
Texas, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. RODRIGUEZ,
Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. REYES, Mr.
LAMPSON, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas,
Mr. DOGGETT, and Mr. ORTIZ):

H.R. 4975. A bill to designate the facility of
the United States Postal Service located at
8624 Ferguson Road in Dallas, Texas, as the
‘‘Francisco ‘Pancho’ Medrano Post Office
Building’’; to the Committee on Government
Reform.

By Mrs. LOWEY:
H.R. 4976. A bill to amend title 23, United

States Code, to increase penalties for indi-
viduals who operate motor vehicles while in-
toxicated or under the influence of alcohol;
to the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure.

By Mr. JEFF MILLER of Florida:
H.R. 4977. A bill to authorize the Secretary

of Agriculture to sell or exchange certain
land in the State of Florida, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. PAUL:
H.R. 4978. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to increase the age at
which distributions must commence from
certain retirement plans from 70 1/2 to 80; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. FARR of California (for him-
self, Mr. UDALL of Colorado, Mr.
HONDA, Mr. HALL of Ohio, and Mr.
PETRI):

H.R. 4979. A bill to amend the Peace Corps
Act to promote global acceptance of the
principles of international peace and non-
violent coexistence among peoples of diverse
cultures and systems of government, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

By Mr. PETRI (for himself and Mr.
KANJORSKI):

H.R. 4980. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide a credit and a
deduction for small political contributions;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. STEARNS (for himself and Mr.
TOWNS):

H.R. 4981. A bill to amend the Consumer
Product Safety Act to provide for fire safety
standards for cigarettes; to the Committee
on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. LARSEN of Washington:
H.J. Res. 100. A joint resolution author-

izing special awards to World War I and
World War II veterans of the United States
Navy Armed Guard; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

By Ms. KILPATRICK (for herself, Mr.
CONYERS, Mr. BONIOR, Mr. BARCIA,
Mr. CAMP, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. EHLERS,
Mr. HOEKSTRA, Mr. KILDEE, Mr.
KNOLLENBERG, Mr. LEVIN, Ms. RIV-
ERS, Mr. ROGERS of Michigan, Mr.
SMITH of Michigan, Mr. STUPAK, and
Mr. UPTON):

H. Res. 452. A resolution congratulating
the Detroit Red Wings for winning the 2002
Stanley Cup Championship; to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform.

By Mr. PALLONE (for himself, Mr.
ACKERMAN, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. DAVIS
of Florida, Mr. DEUTSCH, Mr. FLAKE,
Mr. LYNCH, Mr. SCHIFF, and Mr. SNY-
DER):

H. Res. 453. A resolution expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives regard-
ing the success of the Varela Project’s col-
lection of 10,000 certified signatures in sup-
port of a national referendum and the deliv-
ery of these signatures to the Cuban Na-
tional Assembly; to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

By Mr. RADANOVICH (for himself and
Mr. HINCHEY):

H. Res. 454. A resolution recognizing the
10th anniversary of the independence of the
Republic of Croatia; to the Committee on
International Relations.

f

MEMORIALS

Under clause 3 of rule XII,
297. The SPEAKER presented a memorial

of the House of Representatives of the Com-
monwealth of The Mariana Islands, relative
to House Resolution No. 13–021 memori-
alizing the United States Congress to sup-
port the passage of H.R. 3128, to authorize
the establishment of a National Guard of the
Northern Mariana Islands; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

f

PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XII,
Mrs. ROUKEMA introduced a bill (H.R.

4982) to waive the time limitation specified
by law for the award of certain military
decorations in order to allow the award of
the Congressional Medal of Honor to Steve
Piniaha of Sparta, New Jersey, for acts of
valor while a member of the Army during
World War II; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

f

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 65: Mr. GEKAS
H.R. 159: Mr. GEKAS.
H.R. 175: Mr. ROGERS of Michigan.
H.R. 179: Mr. GEKAS.
H.R. 303: Mr. EHLERS.
H.R. 325: Mr. GORDON.
H.R. 356: Mr. GEKAS.
H.R. 360: Mr. FROST, Mr. OWENS, and Mrs.

JONES of Ohio.
H.R. 462: Mr. GEKAS.
H.R. 488: Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. BALDACCI, Mr.

UDALL of Colorado, and Mr. COSTELLO.
H.R. 534: Mrs. BIGGERT and Mr. GRAHAM.
H.R. 633: Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mr.

SERRANO, Mr. QUINN, Mr. OLVER, Ms.
MILLENDER-MCDONALD, and Mr. BERMAN.

H.R. 781: Mr. MOLLOHAN.
H.R. 822: Ms. CARSON of Indiana.
H.R. 1030: Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania.
H.R. 1090: Ms. MCCARTHY of Missouri, Mr.

BILIRAKIS, Mr. BOYD, Mr. THOMPSON of Mis-
sissippi, Mr. LUTHER, Mr. CLAY, Mr. SIM-
MONS, and Mr. WHITFIELD.

H.R. 1134: Mr. KIND.
H.R. 1155: Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia.
H.R. 1172: Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania and

Mr. BISHOP.
H.R. 1280: Mr. GEKAS.
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H.R. 1305: Mr. FORBES.
H.R. 1331: Mr. GUTKNECHT.
H.R. 1452: Mr. GONZALEZ.
H.R. 1509: Mr. KILDEE.
H.R. 1515: Mr. KELLER.
H.R. 1541: Mr. UNDERWOOD.
H.R. 1581: Mr. MCHUGH.
H.R. 1806: Mr. FATTAH.
H.R. 1862: Mr. BERRY, Mr. KIND, and Ms.

WOOLSEY.
H.R. 1990: Mr. MCNULTY and Mr. FARR of

California.
H.R. 2332: Mr. GEKAS.
H.R. 2350: Ms. RIVERS, Mr. KILDEE, Mr.

BISHOP, Mr. CARSON of Oklahoma, Mr.
HOLDEN, Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, Mr.
BONIOR, Mr. ROSS, Mr. HOSTETTLER, Mr. MEE-
HAN, Mr. FLETCHER, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr.
KOLBE, Mr. SHUSTER, and Mr. COSTELLO.

H.R. 2373: Mr. CALVERT and Mr. HOEFFEL.
H.R. 2527: Mr. RUSH, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr.

STUPAK, Mr. STRICKLAND, and Mr. JACKSON of
Illinois.

H.R. 2605: Mr. DAVIS of Florida.
H.R. 2618: Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. MATSUI, and

Mr. CALVERT.
H.R. 2712: Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas.
H.R. 2874: Mrs. DAVIS of California, Mr.

CONYERS, Mr. LEVIN, and Mr. BOUCHER.
H.R. 2908: Ms. VELAZQUEZ.
H.R. 2953: Mr. FARR of Califonria, Mrs.

BONO, Mr. COX, and Mr. CUNNINGHAM.
H.R. 3105: Mr. HERGER.
H.R. 3236: Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. JEFFERSON,

and Mr. UDALL of New Mexico.
H.R. 3252: Mr. BOOZMAN.
H.R. 3320: Mr. FOLEY and Mr. CALVERT.
H.R. 3424: Mr. TANNER and Mr. CONYERS.
H.R. 3443: Mr. WELLER.
H.R. 3670: Mr. STUPAK.
H.R. 3775: Mr. STENHOLM, Mr. TURNER, Mr.

GONZALEZ, Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr.
REYES, Mr. LAMPSON, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of
Texas, Mr. DELAY, Mr. ORTIZ, and Mr.
SANDLIN.

H.R. 3804: Mr. BLUMENAUER, Ms. MCKINNEY,
and Mr. HINCHEY.

H.R. 3831: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr.
GEKAS, and Mr. TRAFICANT.

H.R. 3838: Mr. KILDEE.
H.R. 3884: Mr. ABERCROMBIE.
H.R. 3897: Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr.

FROST, Mr. FOLEY, Mr. STENHOLM, and Mr.
RANGEL.

H.R. 3917: Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Mrs.
MALONEY of New York, Mr. HONDA, and Mr.
HASTINGS of Florida.

H.R. 3940: Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky.
H.R. 3972: Mr. BROWN of South Carolina.
H.R. 3973: Mr. BONIOR, Mr. OWENS, Mr.

HERGER, Mr. BENTSEN, Mr. TURNER, Mr.
UNDERWOOD, Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts, and
Mr. MEEHAN.

H.R. 4027: Mr. VISCLOSKY and Mr. KIND.
H.R. 4152: Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Mr.

OTTER, and Ms. KAPTUR.
H.R. 4159: Mr. ISAKSON and Mr. KNOLLEN-

BERG.

H.R. 4205: Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-
fornia, Ms. CARSON of Indiana, Mr. BROWN of
Ohio, and Mr. EVANS.

H.R. 4561: Mr. CONYERS, Mr. NORWOOD, and
Ms. SLAUGHTER.

H.R. 4635: Mr. ROSS and Mr. UPTON.
H.R. 4643: Ms. KILPATRICK
H.R. 4644: Mr. BORSKI, Mr. RANGEL, Mr.

TAYLOR of Mississippi, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr.
THOMPSON of Mississippi, Ms. LOFGREN, and
Mr. CONYERS.

H.R. 4646: Mr. BALDACCI, Mr. CRAMER, Mr.
CAPUANO, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, and Mr.
TURNER.

H.R. 4653: Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. GONZALEZ,
and Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas.

H.R. 4665: Mrs. JONES of Ohio and Mr.
LAMPSON.

H.R. 4679: Mr. DUNCAN.
H.R. 4728: Mr. TERRY, Ms. CARSON of Indi-

ana, and Mr. LAMPSON.
H.R. 4777: Mr. RANGEL.
H.R. 4789: Mr. SOUDER.
H.R. 4790: Mr. SOUDER.
H.R. 4793: Mr. FOLEY, Mr. CROWLEY, and

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey.
H.R. 4796: Mr. HOSTETTLER and Mr. FOLEY.
H.R. 4808: Mr. GIBBONS.
H.R. 4825: Ms. BALDWIN, Ms. BERKLEY, and

Ms. MCCOLLUM.
H.R. 4832: Mr. BONIOR, Ms. NORTON, and

Mrs. THURMAN.
H.R. 4833: Mr. BONIOR, Ms. NORTON, and

Mrs. THURMAN.
H.R. 4839: Mr. SWEENEY, Mr. CARSON of

Oklahoma, and Mr. SOUDER.
H.R. 4840: Mr. HERGER.
H.R. 4869: Mr. KERNS.
H.R. 4872: Mr. LAMPSON.
H.R. 4880: Mr. DOGGETT.
H.R. 4884: Mr. SCHAFFER.
H.R. 4894: Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. LAFALCE,

Ms. CARSON of Indiana, Mr. LAMPSON, and
Mr. BALDACCI.

H.R. 4918: Ms. PELOSI and Ms. LOFGREN.
H.R. 4939: Mr. GREEN of Texas and Mrs.

TAUSCHER.
H.R. 4964: Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas.
H.R. 4965: Mr. PENCE, Mr. KERNS, Mr. BRY-

ANT, Mr. BACHUS, Mr. PITTS, Mr. PICKERING,
Mr. TIBERI, Mr. SHOWS, Mr. WICKER, Mr. KEL-
LER, Mr. CANTOR, Mr. CAMP, Mr. FERGUSON,
Mr. HAYES, Mr. EVERETT, Mr. HALL of Ohio,
Mr. MCCRERY, Mr. JEFF MILLER of Florida,
Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota, Mr. GRAVES, Mr.
GRUCCI, Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr. RYUN of Kansas,
Mr. NORWOOD, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. CUNNINGHAM,
Mr. SULLIVAN, Mr. BARR of Georgia, Mr. NEY,
Mr. AKIN, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. GARY
G. MILLER of California, Mr. LINDER, Mr.
COSTELLO, Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. SHUSTER, Mr.
GREEN of Wisconsin, Mr. WELDON of Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. BARTON of Texas, Mr. WELLER,
Mr. WHITFIELD, Mr. DELAY, Mr. GOODE, Mr.
MANZULLO, Mr. BUYER, Mr. ADERHOLT, Mr.
FLAKE, Mr. ROGERS of Michigan, Mrs. JO ANN
DAVIS of Virgina, Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr. JOHN,
Mr. BLUNT, Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi, Mr.

SOUDER, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. PHELPS, Mr.
ARMEY, Mr. PETRI, Mr. HANSEN, Mr.
HILLEARY, Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas, Mr.
ROEMER, Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky, Mr. STUMP,
and Mr. WAMP.

H.J. Res. 12: Mr. GEKAS.
H. Con. Res. 164: Mr. SCHROCK.
H. Con. Res. 220: Mr. SULLIVAN.
H. Con. Res. 287: Ms. SLAUGHTER.
H. Con. Res. 367: Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. FILNER,

Mr. FROST, Mr. LANGEVIN, and Mr. PITTS.
H. Con. Res. 385: Mr. FORD.
H. Con. Res. 404: Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. OWENS,

Mrs. MALONEY of New York, Mr. DICKS, Mrs.
CAPPS, Mr. FARR of California, and Ms. CAR-
SON of Indiana.

H. Con. Res. 406: Mr. GEKAS.
H. Con. Res. 412: Mr. HEFLEY, Mr. SCHAF-

FER, and Mr. GILCHREST.
H. Con. Res. 413: Ms. CARSON of Indiana and

Mr. CRAMER.
H. Con. Res. 416: Mr. UNDERWOOD.
H. Con. Res. 417: Mr. DEUTSCH, Mrs. LOWEY,

Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. KINGSTON, Mr. OTTER, and
Mr. SHERMAN.

H. Res. 348: Mr. SOUDER.
H. Res. 410: Ms. LOFGREN and Mr. WAXMAN.
H. Res. 437: Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr.

SCHIFF, Mr. HOLT, Ms. BERKLEY, Mr. VIS-
CLOSKY, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode
Island, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. LARSON of Con-
necticut, and Mr. DEUTSCH.

f

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 3 of rule XII, petitions
and papers were laid on the clerk’s
desk and referred as follows:

61. The SPEAKER presented a petition of
the Legislature of Rockland County, New
York, relative to Resolution No. 197 peti-
tioning the United States Congress that the
Legislature of Rockland County hereby sup-
ports the Resource Conservation and Devel-
opment Council’s application for the estab-
lishment of a Resource Conservation and De-
velopment area that would encompass Rock-
land County and several surrounding coun-
ties and the accompanying funding adminis-
tered by the Natural Resource Service; to
the Committee on Agriculture.

62. Also, a petition of the Legislature of
Rockland County, New York, relative to Res-
olution No. 278 petitioning the United States
Congress to support the Fair Pay Act of 2001
and the Paycheck Fairness Act; to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce.

63. Also, a petition of the Legislature of
Rockland County, New York, relative to Res-
olution No. 556 petitioning the United States
Congress to permanently station military
forces in and around the Indian Point Nu-
clear power plants in Buchanan, New York;
jointly to the Committees on Armed Serv-
ices and Transportation and Infrastructure.
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